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ABSTRACT
The central issue examined in this research is the 
association of age and fear of crime, and more 
specifically, the interaction of age with other variables 
in determining fear levels. The data used were drawn 
from a Crime Survey of Louisiana conducted in 1984. The 
sample was state wide and derived from drivers' license 
hollers in Louisiana.
This research used three separate measures of fear 
in exploring the interaction of age with other predictors 
of fear of crime: global fear, fear of violent crime and 
fear of property crime. The three measures of fear were 
placed as dependent variables within a model of fear of 
crime and were tested for significant age interactions.
In each test age was found to have significant 
interactions with the other independent variables in the 
model. Consequently, each model of fear was analyzed 
using separate regression analyses for categories of age 
to demonstrate how the effects of the independent 
variables varied by age category. Each of the three 
models gave support to some previous research. Each fear 
measure was predicted by different variables indicating 
that the use of different fear measures accounts for some 
of the contradictory findings in previous literature.
vi i i
The author concluded that there is a complex 
association between fear of crime and age. This 
association was placed in a "routine activities 
perspective." A conceptual model which illustrates the 
role routine activities play in mediating the 
relationship between fear of crime and age was developed, 
and it was argued that life cycle changes are associated 
with shifts in routine activities. The patterns of 
routine activities affect the perceived probability of 
victimization. In turn, these perceptions influence the 
weighing of consequences and the evaluation of risk of 
victimization. Fear of crime then, is a product of the 




Fear of Crime as a Social Problem
Fear of crime is viewed as a significant social 
problem due to the serious impact it has on individuals 
and communities (Taylor and Hale 1986). Those whose 
research focuses on fear of crime and its impact note two 
important trends: (1) fear of crime has increased over 
the past few decades, and (2) this trend does not seem to 
vary substantially with drops in crime rates (Dubow 
1979). These patterns indicate that individuals and 
communities are sensitized to fear provoking issues, but 
apparently do not become desensitized in the face of fear 
reducing information. As a reaction to the persistance 
of high fear levels in communities, much research over 
the past two decades has concentrated on the determinants 
of fear of crime. For the most part, policies directed 
by this research have had little success in substantially 
affecting fear of crime (Taylor and Hale 1986).
The failure of research to attain an adequate 
understanding of fear of crime is due in part to 
overgeneralizations of the tear phenomenon.
Specifically, much research on fear of crime has 
approached the phenomenon as a similar, unidimensional 
phenomenon for those experiencing fear. However, it is 
clear from some recent research that fear of crime is a
1
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multidimensional phenomenon, and that fear of crime as an 
experience differs between specific age categories 
(LaGrange and Ferraro 1988). Developing a perspective of 
fear which enables the researcher to identify different 
perceptions of fear of crime for different categories of 
persons moves research closer to determining the sources 
of fear in persons' lives and to developing policies to 
deal with fear.
Clearly, one of the major reasons fear of crime is 
seen as a social problem is the belief that fear 
constrains social interaction (Liska, Sanchirico, and 
Reed 1988). This is demonstrated in the results of the 
National Crime Survey (1974) which revealed that 46 
percent of adult Americans altered some aspect of their 
life-style as a result of fear of victimization 
(Hindelang, Gottfredson, and Garofalo 1978). Of course, 
not everyone alters their behavior in the same manner. 
Some studies show that women and the elderly alter their 
behavior by not going out alone after dark (Skogan and 
Maxfield 1981). Studies in this area suggest that 
different age groups react differently to the threat of 
victimization. As persons age, the sources of their fear 
may change and subseguently they may also experience a 
concomitant change in their reaction to fear (Yin 1985; 
Brillon, 1987). Thus, by understanding what different 
age groups fear, one may begin to explain the alterations 
in life-style due to particular types of fear.
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Also, fear of crime is assumed to diminish the 
quality of life for many individuals due to increased 
stress, anxiety, and perceptions of oneself as vulnerable 
or powerless. This is especially true for women and the 
elderly (Yin 1985). However, the consequences of fear of 
crime cannot be altered until the determinants of fear of 
crime are explicated.
Sociologists have been concentrating on identifying 
specific categories of persons which experience high 
Jevels of fear. Studies in this direction have revealed 
interesting patterns. First, fear levels for age-gender 
groups are not consistent with victimization rates for 
these groups. Women and the elderly have the lowest 
rates of actual victimization, but have the highest 
levels of fear (Warr 1984). The notion of vulnerability, 
both contextually (deteriorating neighborhoods, high 
crime areas, lack of resources), and individually 
(physical strength and gender) has been suggested as an 
explanation of this paradox (Yin 1985; Lewis and Salem 
1986). Second, these studies also indicate that many 
more people are fearful than are victimized, even when 
unreported crime is considered, and that the number of 
those fearing crime has been increasing since the mid 
1960 *s (Baumer 1978; Braungart, Braungart and Hoyer 1980; 
Clemente and Kleiman 1976; Garafolo 1979; Hartnagel 1979; 
Liska 1988; Skogan and Maxfield 1981; Stichcombe, Adams, 
Heimer, Scheppele, Smith, and Taylor 1980). Third, it
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has been found that fear levels for individuals in 
communities are inconsistent with the actual crime rates 
of their communities. In sura, many communities with 
higher crime rates are not necessarily the ones with the 
highest levels of fear. Therefore, it seems plausible to 
assume that there exist community characteristics, {i.e. 
perceived effectiveness of police, the sense of 
collective security, percieved seriousness and risk of 
crime in the community), which influence levels of fear 
experienced by community members independently of crime 
rates (Lewis and Salem 1986). It is also possible, 
however, that individual characteristics (i.e., age or 
vulnerability) explain levels of fear apart from 
community characteristics or crime rates. For example, 
it may be that certain age groups exhibit higher levels 
of fear than others, regardless of community dynamics or 
the actual rate of crime in the community. Another 
question one might ask is, "Do different age groups 
exhibit the same types of fear?" Perhaps the elderly 
exhibit a general fear of crime, while other age groups 
exhibit fear of specific types of crime. It is also 
possible that there is an interaction between individual 
and community characteristics. These important gaps in 
our knowledge of the determinants of fear will be better 
understood as the relationship between age and fear of 
crime is examined more thoroughly.
5
Statement of Focus
Fear of crime as a social problem and a sociological 
concern has been addressed by many sociologists.
However, there is still much that is not known and many 
questions that have not been answered. The present 
research will focus on an aspect of fear of crime often 
touched by sociological research, but rarely addressed 
directly. Specifically, it will examine the relationship 
of age and fear of crime. In previous research, age is 
commonly used as a control or an independent influence on 
fear. In these studies age is consistently found to be a 
significant control and to have an independent effect on 
fear, but the interactions of fear and age with other 
important variables is seldom analyzed. The present 
research will concentrate on the interaction of age with
tear of ';rime and its predictors. It is not age as a
biological process that is important to this study but, 
age as a social phenomenon. The physiological life cycle 
of humans is accompanied by a social life cycle in which 
individuals undergo changes in status, attitudes, roles, 
etc., throughout life (Shover 1985). The characteristics 
of the social life of specific age groups are thought to 
interact with variables related to fear of crime and with 
fear of crime itself. It is within this framework that
fear of crime and age are to be examined.
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What follows is a review of the important directions 
the research on fear has taken in the past. From this 
general literature, theoretically important variables 
will be identified and a conceptual model will be 
developed in an attempt to better understand the age/fear 
relationship.
CHAPTER II
FEAR OF CRIME AND AGE: A REVIEW OF SOME EMPIRICAL
AND THEORETICAL CONTRIBUTIONS
Sociological explanations of fear of crime have taken 
three general theoretical directions: the social 
disorganization perspective, the community perspective, 
and the victimization perspective (Taylor and Hale 1986). 
Empirical tests of models based on these perspectives 
have proven to be more suggestive of the need for further 
research than substantial supports for the particular 
theories. Each of these perspectives contributes to the 
the foundation of an approach to the age/fear issue.
The. Social Disorganization Perspective
From the disorganization perspective, fear of crime 
is seen to be a consequence of the erosion of social 
control within society or a community (Lewis and Salem 
1986). Thus, crime itself plays an important role in 
fear of crime. How is this so? A socially disorganized 
community is one with high rates of delinquency, 
dependency, and crime. The inability of the community to 
effectively control its members (breakdown of social 
control) leads to a feelings of helplessness on the part 
of individuals living in the community. Consequently, 
increases in crime, a result of disorganization within 
the local community, creates fear of crime. Social
7
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disorganization lends an important dimension to the study 
of fear of crime in that it stresses the role of 
contextual factors in the environment. These factors 
acknowledge the ability of community members to recognize 
their social context and make adjustments based on their 
knowledge (Whyte 1943: 34). Many of the theories of crime 
stemming from this perspective (i.e., Hirschi's Social 
Bond Theory, and Reckless' Containment Theory) emphasized 
the importance of social disorganization on individual 
behavior. Individuals in disorganized neighborhoods or 
communities are forced into or seek voluntary association 
with those who can help them obtain human needs and 
interests e.g., a safe home or neighborhood (Wirth 1938; 
Stark 1987). A recent example of this are neighborhood 
watch programs which help individuals of a neighborhood 
work together to prevent victimization.
Although the earlier disorganization theorists of 
the Chicago school were most interested in explaining 
criminal behavior (Shaw and McKay 1942, Hirschi 1969, 
Reckless 1970), these ideas have been adapted by other 
theorists to explain fear in terms of the community 
context (Suttles 1968). Hunter (1978) proposes that 
social disorganization, which stems from community 
decline, gives rise to incivilities and crime. These 
incivilities are indicators of a lack of adherence to 
norms of public behavior, e.g., drug abuse, public 
disorderliness and drunkeness, excessive loitering in
neighborhoods, vacant houses, or properties that are not 
maintained. Hunter feels fear is more a result of 
experiencing these incivilities than from direct 
experience with crime (Hunter 1978:9). Skogan and 
Maxfield (1981), Hunter (1978), and Lewis and Maxfield 
(1980), suggest that fear may be attributable to actual 
and perceived disorder of the immediate urban 
environment. Empirical work substantiating Hunter's and 
others' ideas has concentrated on the perceptions of 
disorder by respondents. Also, studies including more 
than just measures based on perceptions, i.e., those 
which include objective measures of incivility, have 
found substantial evidence that incivility is related to 
fear (Taylor Shumaker and Gottfredson 1985).
It must be noted that the relationship between fear 
and incivilities (perceived and objective) may be 
spurious in that disorganization measures actually tap 
social class. Instead of measuring incivility one might 
be measuring social class or factors more predictive of 
social class than disorganization (Taylor and Hale 1986) 
Despite this, what becomes apparent is that it is 
important to include context in any study or tear ot 
crime. For present purposes, in particular, it is 
necessary to look at how context effects fear for 
different age groups. The extent to which one is 
troubled by incivilities may be related to age, 
indicating an interaction between context, age, and fear
10
The Community Perspective
The community perspective is related to but is 
distinct from the disorder perspective in that it 
emphasizes how community dynamics (including crime) 
determine fear. Community dynamics are related to crime 
becuase crime can be seen as a community dynamic. But, 
community dynamics include much more than crime. 
Primarily, community dynamics consider community and 
neighborhood context. That is, it deals with objective 
stuctural characteristics of the community, i.e. lack of 
adequate police patrol or the lack of neighborhood 
integration, and the subjective perceptions of residents 
of the community as to the safeness of the community.
For example, Lewis and Salem (1980) view fear and 
community concern as interrelated, indicating that if 
crime was high in a neighborhood, and the neighborhood 
lacked certain structural characteristics such as strong 
local ties, or strong vertical ties to local power 
structures, then crime would inspire members of the 
neighborhood to be fearful. The studies in this vein 
give credence to the notion that fear is a result of 
community dynamics. These studies emphasize the 
community and those things binding it together, rather 
than forces destructive of community solidarity.
An important study by Janowitz (1952) introduced the 
concept of the community of limited liability. This 
concept indicates a condition where the community ceases
11
to be the most important influence on individuals. It 
may be that a resident's social characteristics, e.g., 
renter, unmarried, or poor, will determine the importance 
they place on community thus affecting their perceptions 
of the community. This means that for some the 
residential community becomes less important than other 
networks. However, for some the community is a major 
resource and force in their lives. This is particularly 
true for home owners and parents of infants and school 
age children. These individuals invest in the community 
and expect institutions within the community to meet 
their needs.
Throughout the individual's life cycle, needs change 
which causes shifts in the importance of the community 
for the individual. It is because age is an important 
mitigating influence on perceptions of the community that 
age must be considered in studies which include community 
influences on fear of crime.
Because community context is difficult to 
operationalize, individuals' perceptions of their 
community are often used as indicators of community 
integration or disorganization. The use of these 
measures has been problematic in that they may only 
indicate an individual's perception of the community and 
may not reflect the actual dynamics of the community. It 
has been argued though that a person's perception of the
12
community or "definition of the situation" is most 
relevant in determining fear levels (Thomas 1967:42).
The victimization Perspective
The third approach to fear of crime involves looking 
at the fear as a result of victimization. Studies of 
this genre have contributed the use of socio-demographic 
c o n  elates of tear as indicators of vulnerability to 
violent crime (Skogan and Maxfield 1981). These 
researchers have revealed that increased age and being 
female contribute to fear due to the physical and 
economic vulnerability to crime (Skogan and Maxfield 
1981). Also, being black and poor situates one in a more 
vulnerable position for victimization, due to the fact 
that most crime occurs in lower income and black social 
areas. The contribution of using socio-demographic 
characteristics as links to the fear of crime puzzle 
makes this perspective extremely valuable for studies of 
fear of crime.
Also, this perspective has given the literature an 
indirect victimization model ol 'ear which views people 
who hear about crime as indirect victims (Tyler 1980). 
Local social contacts are catalysts for inspiring fear. 
Crime events in the area cause fear levels in those areas 
to increase (Skogan and Maxfield 1981). Unlike direct 
victimization, indirect victimization is frequent and
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widespread (Skogan and Maxfield 1981). The concept of 
vicarious victimization has been used to refer to this 
phenomenon. Several studies incorporating this 
phenomenon have used perceived seriousness of crime in 
the community, family member victimization, and perceived 
risk of victimization measures as indicators of 
respondents' perceived vulnerability to crime. The major 
contribution these studies make is in demonstrating that 
the crime and fear relationship is not always direct. 
Again, it is one's perceptions of fear of crime, 
objectively based or not, that are important. The 
victimization perspective makes it clear that fear of 
crime, whether inspired by direct or indirect exposure to 
crime (victimization), must be understood in light of 
victimization dynamics.
Each of these three perspectives has provided one or 
more important considerations for analyzing the fear 
problem, and they are not mutually exclusive. But, it is 
clear that a more comprehensive and integrative view of 
fear of crime must be developed. By combining the three 
approaches, one moves progressively toward a more complex 
model and the possibility of capturing more precisely the 
dynamics of the phenomenon.
The Present State of Fear of Crime Research
Because fear of crime has become a concern of policy 
makers, citizen awareness groups, and the media, much of
14
the research on the subject has been done hastily in an 
attempt to find quick solutions to the fear problem.
While much of this research does contribute to the 
knowledge of fear of crime, there has been no concerted 
effort on the part of researchers to develop a clear 
theoretical understanding of the fear phenomenon. This 
lack of integration has resulted in studies which are not 
guided by insights of previous research. Ferraro and 
LaGrange (1987) state that many studies on fear of crime 
lack clear theoretical guidance, and are often 
methodologically unsound. In their review of the 
literature they find that many studies use measures of 
fear that are untested and perhaps invalid. Further, 
they feel that many studies on fear use problematic 
samples and either fail to execute or report necessary 
statistics (Ferraro and LaGrange 1987; Wright et al. 
1986). In terms of important variables that are related 
to fear of crime, much research merely controls for these 
variables, choosing not to specify their relationship to 
the dependent variable, and often, ironically, test 
theoreticaly unspecified relationships with sophisticated 
techniques of data analysis. This is true especially 
with respect to the age variable. Age is consistently 
found to be a significant control and predictor, and is 
theoretically profound in terms of its explanatory 
potential. Nevertheless seldom is its relationship to 
fear of crime explored. There is clearly a need for
15
sound research on fear of crime and age In order to 
achieve the understanding which must precede theory 
building. By focusing on age as an important explanatory 
and predictive variable, the present research will begin 
to develop a foundation for a theory of age and fear of
crime by specifying how age may contribute to
understanding the fear phenomenon.
To summarize, past research has contributed to 
present research by emphasizing: 1) the importance of 
contextual variables in determining fear; 2) the 
importance of the perceptions of community dynamics in 
contributing to Zear; 3) the link socio-demographic 
characteristics have to fear; 4) the importance of 
victimization experience to fear; and 5) the necessity of 
theory driven research. The review of these perspectives 
leads to the conclusion that previous research has not
dealt sufficiently with the importance of age as a
mediating variable in the relationships between fear and 
other significant variables.
Direction of Present Research
The central issue to be examined in this research 
will be the association between age and fear of crime, 
and more specifically, the interaction of age with other 
variables in determining fear levels. As noted age has 
often been used as an independent variable simultaneously 
with other variables in models attempting to explicate
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the fear of crime, but its influence as an independent 
source of variation in levels of fear has not been 
pursued. There is some indication from the literature 
that different age groups may demonstrate different types 
of fear, and that the positive relationship between fear 
and age so often found may be an artifact of the measure 
of fear used (Ferraro and LaGrange 1987; LaGrange and 
Ferraro 1988). Brillon (1987) suggests that the global 
measure of fear ("Are you afraid to walk alone in your 
neighborhood at night?"), so often found to be a 
significant predictor of fear among the elderly, is 
vague, and may be measuring a general insecurity 
associated with the aged and not fear of crime 
specifically. By using a variety of fear measures, the 
present research explores that possibility.
Initially, the present research will analyze fear 
using a global measure of fear, and then will use more 
specific fear of crime measures (fear of violent 
victimization and fear of being a victim of property 
crime). The literature on fear of crime suggests that a 
move to more speci fic measures improves the abi1ity to 
specify those factors related to fear (Warr and Stafford 
ly«J; Ferarro and LaGrange 1987). For example, the 
general fear measure gives no actual information as to 
what people actually fear (Brillon 1987), but by using 
specific measures of fear, researchers are able to 
uncover the complexity of the fear phenomenon and gain
17
insights into what types of fear are roost problematic for 
particular categories of people (women, elderly, blacks 
etc.).
Also, the present research will attempt to integrate 
the three predominant theoretical perspectives in terms 
of giving recognition that fear may be a result of 
context disorganization, community, and victimization 
dynamics. Fear is seen here as a complex phenomenon, 
which must be understood at both the individual and 
societal level.
Research on Age and Fear of Crime
As indicated, extant research on fear of crime does 
not clearly indicate the actual role age plays in fear of 
crime dynamics. Questions such as, "Does age enhance or 
attenuate race and gender effects?", "Is there an 
interaction between age and gender and race?", and "How 
does age affect the perceived risk of or sensitivity to 
criminal victimization?", have rarely been addressed in 
the literature. It does seem that when examining many 
studies on fear of crime that include age, race, and 
gender, as independent influence on fear, interaction 
effects are highly probable. However, the author could 
locate only five studies that in some way address 
interaction possibi1ities (Hindelang Gottfredson and
18
Garafalo 1978; Braungart et al. 1980; Warr 1984; and 
ortega and Myles 1987 and Liska et al. 1988).
When age interaction has been addressed in the 
literature it generally is approached through one of two 
competing hypotheses: the "age as leveler" hypothesis, or 
the "double jeopardy" hypothesis. The "age as leveler" 
hypothesis has been used to interpret age interactions 
with gender and race, and indicates that age attenuates 
the effects of other variables. The "double jeopardy" 
hypothesis maintains that age amplifies the effects of 
being female and a minority (Dowd and Bengtson 1978).
Some elaboration of studies supporting these hypotheses 
is necessary.
First, it is necessary to explain the importance of 
exposure to crime and fear. Race differences in fear 
levels are usually explained by differences in exposure 
to crime (Skogan and Maxfield 1981). Blacks of all ages 
are more likely to live in neighborhoods characterized by 
higher crime rates than are whites. Age differences are 
seen by some researchers as narrowing the gap between the 
fear levels of races due to the increased physical 
vulnerability of the elderly of all races (even in low 
crime neighborhoods) (Stafford and Galle 1984). The 
physical realities of aging then, are seen as increasing 
the fear levels of whites thus "leveling" racial 
differences in higher age cohorts.
Likewise, if gender differences in fear are seen as
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merely differences in physical vulnerability, then, the 
increased physical vulnerability of males with age may be 
seen as narrowing the gap between the fear levels of 
males and females (Hindelang et al. 1978; Lee 1982;
Skogan and Maxfield 1981; Riger et al. 1978).
Similarly, aging may level the effects for gender 
and race on perceived risk of victimization. The 
physical realities of aging, economic difficulties due to 
retirement, increased frailty, isolation, etc., lead to a 
general feeling of powerlessness and helplessness for 
some elderly, which in turn increases perceptions of 
being at risk of criminal victimization (Lee 1983;
Brillon 1987). These realities may be more consequential 
for white elderly than for minority elderly because the 
change in the level of resources due to aging for whites 
may be greater than the change in the level of resources 
for minorities. If this were the case, the differences 
in levels of fear for the elderly would be leveled.
In sum, age may reduce fear differences, closing the 
gap between race and gender. The level of fear for males 
and whites may increase with age, but for women and 
blacks the level of fear may remain fairly stable with 
age. This change in whites and males is due to the 
heightened perceptions of physical and social 
vulnerability they experience with age.
Contrasting the leveling hypothesis are studies 
which indicate that age effects on fear of crime are
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amplified among blacks and women. This "double jeopardy" 
hypothesis views older women and older blacks as more 
economically deprived than older whites and older males, 
and less able to recover from the losses of 
victimization. They have a higher exposure to crime and 
less ability to cope with the costs of victimization.
This is often referred to as greater social vulnerability 
(Skogan and Haxfield 1981). So, in terms of social 
vulnerability and fear of crime, elderly women and 
elderly blacks are at "double risk." A double jeopardy 
situation also may result because older blacks have 
poorer health (physical vulnerability), than older 
whites, and the greater likelihood of exposure to 
victimization (Dowd and Bengston 1978).
Studies that have approached the age/gender 
interaction problem from one of these two approaches 
reveal mixed findings. Hindelang et al. (1978) found age 
had less of an effect on fear of crime among women than 
it does among men, which lends support for the leveling 
hypothesis. However, Braungart et a l ., (1980), found age 
effects were stronger for blacks than for whites, which 
lends support for the double jeopardy hypothesis. Warr 
(1984) finds significant sex-age interactions, yet he 
fails to note what form those interactions take, and race 
is not included in his analysis. Ortega and Myles (1987) 
find that double or even triple jeopardy takes place when 
individuals hold more than one devalued status. They
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conclude that their findings indicate the net effect of 
age, race, and gender and their interactions are 
generally more consistent with the double jeopardy 
hypothesis. They find age enhances rather than 
attenuates the effects of race and sex. Age also had 
stronger effects on fear of crime among blacks than among 
whites, but the gap was narrower, though substantial, for 
later age categories (Ortega and Myles 1987: 149). While 
Ortega and Myles research includes the interaction of age 
with sex and race it does not include many of the other 
necessary variables for explaining fear that also may 
interact with age. Their study was seriously limited as 
well because of the use of a dichotomous global measure 
of fear, "Is there an area right around here-that is, 
within a mile-where you would be afraid to walk alone at 
night, yes or no."
The latest study analyzing age categories and the 
predictors of fear by Liska et al., (1988) supports the 
age as leveler hypothesis. They found that sex effects 
are stronger for the young and decrease with age. As 
males age they become more vulnerable, thus leveling out 
the differences in vulnerability between themselves and 
women who feel vulnerable at all ages. Additionally, 
they found that the effects of race and income on fear 
increase with age until middle age, and then the effects 
decrease sharply for the old. This suggests that the 
effect of social statuses and victimization on fear
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decreases with age, which also supports the age as 
leveler hypothesis for older age categories (Liska et a l . 
1988:834). Although this study included a more 
sophisticated analytical technique than previous studies, 
LISREL estimation of simultaneous equations, and included 
contextual variables such as violent crime rates, it does 
not include important perceptual variables, and there are 
other possible interactions with fear not investigated. 
Also, Liska et al. used the global measures of fear of 
crime (fear of walking alone at night/day) which are 
problematic.
It is age that seems to explain many of the 
variations in fear levels for males and females and for 
blacks and whites. Studying the interactions of age and 
other important variables, e.g. perceived seriousness and 
risk etc., as they affect fear of crime, will reveal a 
clearer picture of the dynamics of fear. What follows in 
the next chapter is a review of significant variables in 
fear of crime research which have been explored as 
important independent influences on fear, but have not 
been investigated in terms of the their relationship to 
fear and age. The relationship between these variables, 
age, and fear will be discussed. Following this 
discussion a conceptual model will be developed and 
tested to further explicate the influence age 
interactions have on fear of crime.
CHAPTER III
FEAR OF CRIME AND AGE: RESEARCH ISSUES
The following section elaborates on relevant 
research issues important to this study. The concepts 
and issues expounded upon will be used to construct a 
conceptual model of fear of crime including age 
interactions.
Vulnerability and Fear of Crime
Some of the most credible research findings on fear 
of crime concern the relationship between fear of crime 
and demographic indicators of vulnerability to personal 
victimization (Skogan and Maxfield 1981). Consistently 
in this research one finds that women, the elderly, 
blacks, and those in the lowest education and income 
categories, are most fearful of crime (Baumer 1978).
These predictors of fear are even very similar in 
magnitude of importance from study to study (Cook,
Skogan, Cook, and Atunes 1982). In reviewing this 
research an important pattern emerges. That is, it 
becomes apparent that these findings reflect two distinct 
dimensions of vulnerability: personal and social.
Personal Vulnerability
Fear of Crime as Fear of Victimization
Personal vulnerability as it relates to fear of 
crime refers to the exposure to possible victimization,
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powerlessness to resist victimization, and the inability 
to withstand the trauma and loss of victimization (Skogan 
and Maxfield 1981). Women and the elderly exhibit higher 
levels of fear due to personal vulnerability. It is 
important to note that not all women and elderly are 
equaJ in their levels of vulnerability. On the contrary, 
there is considerable variation within these categories 
of persons. For example, there are many elderly that are 
in good health and who are able to withstand 
victimization as well as individuals who are much 
younger. Nevertheless, fear of crime appears to be a 
constant concern for many women and older persons. In a 
study by Gorden, Riger, LeBailly and Heath (1980), 
forty-eight percent of women reported thinking about 
their safety all or most of the time. Only twenty-five 
percent of the men in that study reported thinking about 
their safety all or most of the time.
The elderly and women have been referred to as being 
in a state of "passive vulnerability," that is they are 
vulnerable due to their physical conditions and the 
recognition of these groups as exploitable by criminal 
offenders (Dussich 1976). Because women and the elderly 
can do little to alter their physical conditions, the 
potential for exploitation is an enduring feature of 
their lives, and contributes to their assessment of risk 
in their environments (Skogan and Maxfield 1981).
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Consequently, the present research will include 
gender as a necessary variable for understanding the 
association of fear and age. It is expected that women 
will consistently show higher levels of fear than men for 
all measures of fear and age categories.
Using three distinct measures of fear, different 
levels of fear will be exhibited by specific age 
categories across these measures of fear. It is expected 
that the older age categories will exhibit higher fear 
responses than the younger age categories using the 
global measure of fear. This is due to the possibility 
that the global measure of fear measures general 
insecurity or vulnerability to crime which the elderly 
often exhibit (Ferraro and Lagrange 1987; Yin 1985). In 
contrast, younger age categories are expected to have 
higher fear levels than older age categories using the 
violent fear index. Those in younger age categories are 
more likely to be victimized, due to greater exposure to 
crime (Skogan and Maxfield 1981). Thus, they may be more 
aware of the risk of victimization and thus are more 
fearful of victimization. Although those in middle and 
younger age categories experience the majority of 
property crime, those in older age categores do become 
victims of property crime as well (Bureau of Justice 
Statistics 1987). Consequently, property crime appears 
to be a problem for all age categories, and no 
differences in fear are predicted across age categories
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for fear of property crime. However, those variables 
which predict fear of property crime for the age 
categories are expected to differ due to interactions 
between age and other variables such as gender, race, 
and income.
Perceived Seriousness of Crime in the Community
Aknowledging the fact that those who fear crime do 
make an assessment of the potential risk in an 
environment, some studies have analyzed fear of crime in 
terms of perceived seriousness of crime in the the 
community (Yin 1985: 59). Considering this dimension 
places fear of crime in a situational context.
Research in this vein views fear of crime as an 
attitude about risk within the immediate environment (Yin 
1980; Skogan and Maxfield 1981; Brillon 1987). This 
suggests that using measures which ask the respondent to 
estimate local risk of victimization (estimates based on 
signs within the surrounding area and on daily 
experience), gives a more realistic estimate of the crime 
situation than using measures which ask for estimates at 
the state or national level (Brillon 1987) . When 
individuals are forced to indicate the seriousness of the 
crime problem at the national and state levels they have 
few clues in which to make the decision. Consequently, 
they are usually forced to make their evaluation based on 
media reports and not first hand information (BrilIon 
1987). Yet, when individuals are asked to assess the
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crime situation on more familiar territory they may draw 
upon their daily experience for information. People 
generally know the nature of crime in their neighborhood 
or community and the risk involved in living there*
Thus, learning about crime that has occured in one's 
community is related to one's assessment of safety or 
risk. Hearing about a crime committed on the block would 
then be related to their fear of walking alone in their 
neighborhood after dark (Skogan and Maxfield 1981).
Many studies using seriousness of crime problem as a 
predictor of fear rely upon summary indices (Skogan and 
Maxfield 1981). These measures are derived from lists of 
crimes which are summed. What results is a general 
seriousness of crime measure which is thought to make 
interpretation much more understandable (Skogan and 
Maxfield 1981). A summated measure of seriousness of 
crime in the respondent's community will be utilized in 
this study as well. It is expected that seriousness of 
crime in the community will be positively associated with 
fear.
Some 1iterature suggests that older persons view 
crime as a more serious problem than younger persons 
(Brillon 1987). Other literature suggest that older 
people do not consider crime a major problem (Ragan 
1977). The contradictory nature of the findings are in 
part due to the measures used. As stated before, the use 
of questions referenced to the state or national level
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force the respondents to use information which is 
translated to the public through the media or political 
candidates. As a result, studies may differ by region or 
political climate.
Related to the idea of assessing risk of crime in 
the environment is the concept of vicarious 
victimization. Some recent studies have concentrated on 
the possibility that persons need not be directly 
victimized in order to demonstrate high levels of fear. 
Instead, it is suggested that persons experience 
victimization vicariously through the publicity given to 
crime in the media, or through experiences of friends and 
relatives. This concept is difficult to measure, but 
some suggest that those persons with a low probability of 
being victimized may exhibit higher perceived risk or 
fear levels because they may be experiencing 
victimization vicariously through the experiences of 
friends, family, or acquaintances. Though difficult to 
measure, it is felt that vicarious victimization is 
captured in one's perception of seriousness of crime. 
Hence, vicarious victimization is measured through 
seriousness of crime in community.
When using a measure that refers to the respondent's 
own community, the information given is much more likely 
to be first hand. Because of the contradictory nature of 
the findings related to seriousness of crime, fear, and 
age, it is only necessary to conclude that conceptually
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the perceived seriousness of crime in the community may 
be a factor in understanding the fear of crime and age 
phenomena. It is expected that seriousness of crime will 
be an important predictor of fear for the three measures 
of fear, but specific relationships between fear of crime 
and perceived seriousness in the community across age 
groups are difficult to predict due to lack of 
information on possible interactions with age, 
seriousness, and other factors.
Perceptions of Crime and Fear of Crime
Recent research on fear of crime finds that 
perceptions of marked increases in crime are related to 
fear and age at the national, local, and neighborhood 
level (Brillon 1987). Brillon (1987) in a study done in 
Canada found that 91% of the respondents 60 years of age 
and older believed that crime rates had definitely 
increased over the past five years at the national level. 
Only 62% of those under 60 years of age felt that crime 
had definitely increased at the national level. At the 
local level, however, only 61% of those over 60 felt that 
crime had increased and 52% of those under 60 felt crime 
had increased.
These data suggest that there is a general tendency 
to overestimate the magnitude of crime at the national 
level. This difference between perceptions is important 
to include when studying the impact of crime on fear 
levels because perception of crime increasing at the
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national level does not necessarily increase the level of 
fear. However, because an assessment of the likelihood 
of victimization usually comes from the immediate crime 
situation, perception of crime increasing at a local 
level more likely increases the level of fear (Brillon 
1987). As mentioned earlier, local estimates of the 
crime situation come more from signs and clues from the 
surrounding area and daily experiences. Consequently, 
when trying to determine whether perceptions of crime as 
increasing influence fear of crime it is necessary to 
concentrate on a level which has everyday impact on the 
individual. The present research uses a measure of 
increasing crime at the parish (county) level. Using 
parish as the point of reference may not be as effective 
as using community or neighborhood. It is thought though 
that the parish is a familiar point of reference to the 
respondent, and will serve as an adequate measure of 
perceived increases in crime. It is expected that 
increasing crime is positively related with all three 
fear levels and that perceived increasing crime is more 
predictive of fear for older age categories.
Victimization and Fear of Crime
It is crucial when attempting to explain fear that 
one include important experiential factors which affect 
fear. Having been a victim of crime is one such 
variable. Although victimization is an important 
contributor to high levels of fear for victims, it is
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relatively uncommon experience. As a matter of fact, 
information from the U.S. Bureau of the Census (1980) 
and the National Criminal Justice Information and 
Statistics Service (1987) indicate that crimes which are 
the most serious are clearly the least frequent. 
Additionally, the largest proportion of violent 
victimization occurs in the poorest social areas.
Little exploration has been done concerning the 
relationship between fear and property crime. Many 
studies only include a general measure of victimization 
(Victim of violent crime, yes or no). This limits the 
scope of the research to only violent crime (and as 
mentioned above there are few victims). By including 
property victimization, a more frequent occurrence, one 
gets a more complete view of victimization as it relates 
to fear of crime.
This study utilizes two measures of victimization: 
(1) property victimization; and (2) violent 
victimization. It is expected that violent victimization 
will be positively related to all three fear measures for 
all age categories. A positive relationship is expected 
for property victimization and all three measures of fear 
for older age groups, but not for younger age groups. 
Younger age groups are considered to be more able to 
recuperate from property victimization and thus, after 
successfully surviving property victimization will not be 
as likely to fear crime (Cook et a l . 1978; Yin 1985).
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Social Vulnerabilitv-Fear of Crime and Social Context 
The second dimension of vulnerability, social 
vulnerability, suggests that persons who are socially 
vulnerable to crime are those who are frequently exposed 
to crime because of who and where they are located in the 
social hierarchy. These persons are the ones who 
actually face greater risk due to their lack of 
resources.
Socio-Economic Vulnerability
The major population groups that are faced with 
social vulnerability are blacks, the poorly educated, and 
those with low incomes. In the U.S., victimization by 
violent crime occurs most often to blacks. Rape and 
robbery rates for blacks are about 2.5 times that of 
whites, and those in low income categories have a 
victimization rate 3 times that of those in upper income 
categories (Bureau of Justice Statistics 1977b: Tables 56 
and 12). These statistics indicate that the social and 
economic system determine where people live and work, and 
for blacks and the poor this means living where higher 
rates of victimization occur (Skogan and Maxfield 1981).
Race and income also are related to the ability to 
rebound from being a victim. People with low incomes 
cannot replace items stolen or repair what has been 
broken (Skogan and Maxfield 1981). Being a victim may 
have grave financial consequences if work is missed due
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to injury. It it thought that due to the fact that 
blacks and those with low incomes are more socially 
vulnerable, their fear levels will be higher. Indeed, 
many studies support this by indicating those with low 
incomes are more fearful than those with higher incomes, 
and that blacks are more fearful than whites (Hindelang 
et al. 1978; Baumer 1980).
As indicated earlier, it is believed that age is an 
important part of social vulnerability because of the 
fact that social vulnerability changes with age or stage 
in the life cycle. It is expected that the relationship 
between socio-economic variables and fear will be 
negative, suggesting that those in lower income and 
education categories will have higher levels of fear.
Race and fear will be positively related indicating 
blacks will have higher levels of fear than whites.
These relationships are expected to be stronger for older 
age categories. This is based on the assumption that 
decreases in income and standard of living due to 
retirement, and increases in health problems, medical 
expenses, etc. places many elderly in low status 
positions. it is believed that low status positions are 
intensified with age amplifying the expected 
relationships. Being socially vulnerable is expected to 
increase fear for those who are young (those in lower 
income strata are more likely to be victimized) and 
exacerbate the fear levels of those who are physically
vulnerable as well (e.g. women and the elderly). Hence, 
those who are socially vulnerable are expected to 
demonstrate higher levels of fear.
Social Isolation
Also important to research studying social context 
and fear has been the focus on vulnerability associated 
with social isolation. Isolation measures such as, 
living alone, widowed, divorced, etc. have been used to 
tap vulnerability. Recently, several researchers have 
noted that rural residence in some ways may tap social 
isolation (Bankston et al. 1987). Because rural 
residents are isolated from neighbors, hospitals, fire 
departments, police, etc. by distance, they are more 
vulnerable in emergencies (e.g., robbery or arson).
The elderly in American society are thought to be 
isolated in a different sense. White (1987), uses 
Goffman's concept of "spoiled identity" to refer to the 
elderly. Those with a spoiled identity are excluded in 
some situations from full social acceptance. This social 
disqualification is certainly evident with the elderly. 
They are often thought of as hard of hearing, slow, 
childlike, unable to contribute in the marketplace, and 
dependent. This stereotype of the elderly leads to 
social isolation. They are retired from mainstream life. 
They are most often observers and not participants, and 
are often institutionalized, live in retirement
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communities or live alone (White 1987). This isolation 
contributes to higher levels of fear among the elderly, 
which may be unrelated to the actual risk or seriousness 
of victimization (Lindquist 1987). So, isolation is 
thought to be an significant variable in explaining fear, 
especially the fear of the elderly.
It is plausible to assume then that elderly rural 
residents will demonstrate high levels of fear due to 
social isolation and social and physical vulnerability. 
Thus, rural residency and fear will be more strongly 
related for older age groups. This relationship is 
expected using the global fear measure because this 
measure is thought to tap general fearfulness. Because 
little or no research to date has addressed social 
isolation and the fear of property crime or violent crime 
and age interactions, relationships cannot be specified 
from the 1iterature.
Social isolation will also be measured in this study 
by the presence or absence of another adult in the 
household of the respondent. Respondents who represent 
the only adult present in the household are expected have 
higher fear levels than those with other adults. Few 
studies use measures of this type when examining fear and 
none to the author's knowledge examine the interaction 
effects of age, isolation, and fear. Thus, many of the 
relationships between social isolation and the three 
measures of fear are unspecified due to the exploratory
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nature of this study. Much research points to the need 
for a better understanding of the effect social context 
has on fear of crime (Akers et al. 1987). This research 
will attempt to explore this relationship.
Belief In Social Support - Collective Security
Some research has focused on the lack of belief in 
the effectiveness of social support institutions such as 
police, courts, laws, etc, as indicators of a perceived 
lack of security (an aspect of fear) (Marx 1981). This 
idea has two important implications for this research. 
First, those who live isolated from collective security 
because of rural residence may have little faith in the 
ability of institutional support systems to help them. 
Second, those who live in areas where crime is high or 
where living conditions contribute to high rates of 
victimization (low-income urban areas) also may have 
little faith in collective security mechanisms (Marx 
1981). This lack of faith is thought to contribute to 
higher levels of fear. Thus it is hypothesized that 
those with less faith in collective security will exhibit 
higher levels of fear.
There is some 1iterature which suggests that older 
persons become more cynical and pessimistic and more 
conservative in their attitudes about crime and 
institutions. For example, in a study by Brillon (1984), 
the elderly demonstrated that they were more conservative 
than other age groups with respect to such values as law
37
and order, authority, women staying home, family unity, 
respect, and objection to sexual deviance. Also, Brillon 
found that the elderly exhibit a greater resistance to 
change. A lack of tolerance for instability engenders a 
strong resistance to change and a greater confidence in 
"the experts" to solve social problems (Brillon 1984). 
This leads to more punitive attitudes about crime, but 
less distrust of traditional institutions (Brillon 1984). 
If, however, this trust is not present, then fear levels 
will increase. Therefore, it is plausible to expect that 
lack of faith in collective security will contribute to 
fear among all age groups, but lack of faith in 
collective security for older citizens will result in a 
stronger relationship with fear.
Little research overall has explored the 
relationship between fear and collective security. Some 
work has been done on the relationship between collective 
security and owning firearms for protection. The most 
recent work by Young, McDowall, and Loftin (1987) 
suggests that owning firearms for protection is inversely 
related to confidence in collective security, namely the 
police and courts. This finding leads one to believe 
that if collective security is related to such protective 
behavior (a behavior presumably meant to protect oneself 
from harm) then it should also be related to fear. 
Consequently, collective security should be included in 
the model of fear and age.
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Fear of Crime and the Ecological Context
Much research out of the disorganization perspective 
contributes to knowledge of the relationship of 
ecological context and fear. Following the previous 
discussion, it is assumed that measures of social context 
associated with higher rates of crime will be positively 
related to fear. For example, a measure of the 
black-white ratio of residence in a parish is expected to 
be positively related to fear. As previously mentioned, 
old age is thought to be associated with poorer living 
conditions, so this relationship is expected to be 
stronger for the elderly (Yin, 1987; Brillon, 1987).
Also as stated previously, the ecological context has 
been examined most from the social disorganization 
perspective and is important to an understanding of fear 
of crime. The present research chooses to include the 
ecological variable "black/white ratio in parish" in the 
model.
Greater fear levels are associated with proximity to 
blacks for both whites and blacks alike. This is due to 
the victimization rates associated with predominantly 
black neighborhoods, and the perception that black males 
are responsible for a large proportion of street crimes 
(Skogan and Maxfield 1981). This measure has seldom been 
included in studies of fear of crime, therefore the 
relationship between black/white ratio, age, and fear of 
crime cannot be specified.
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Summary
A major limitation in the specification of 
relationships stems from the lack of alternative fear 
measures used in the literature. As a consequence, very 
little is known about specific the fear/age relationships 
using alternative fear measures. Also, because little 
research has been done addressing age interactions and 
fear, few relationships can be specified a priori. 
Accordingly, much of this research is exploratory in 
nature. The following is an overview of the conceptual 
model, given these limitations.
CHAPTER IV
CONCEPTUAL STATEMENT OF THE MODEL
This research will examine a model of fear of crime 
using three different fear of crime measures. The three 
measures of fear have been conceptually outlined in 
previous chapters: 1) fear of crime using a global 
measure; 2) fear of personal crime, a measure derived 
from a summated scale of particular fear of violent crime 
items; and 3) fear of property crime, a measure derived 
from a summated scale of particular fear of property 
crime items. It has been argued that fear is not a 
unidimensional experience for all persons. It has been 
suggested that a general attitude of fear is more 
indicative of the elderly and women, and that the fear of 
property and violent crime would be more characteristic 
of younger adults. In order to determine the mediating 
effect age has on the relationship between fear and 
significant predict u variables, the model of fear for 
each of the three measures of fear will be analyzed for 
five age categories. The age categories used in this 
study were selected on the basis of previous studies 
(Warr 1984; and Ortega and Myles 1987) and with the 
assumption that social life and biological age are 
related, that is, that the social life cycle can be at 
least loosely identified by biological age. For example,
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it can be generalized that most human beings experience 
family life in their middle ages, and most experience the 
loss of some autonomy in old age just as they gain 
autonomy in their young and middle adulthood (Riley 
1987). The age categories used are assumed to loosely 
reflect stages in the life cycle.1 The life styles and 
activities among these groups are thought to differ due 
to the changes that accompany the social life cycle.
Figure 1 gives some clarification of the conceptual 
model. Each fear measure will be used as a dependent 
variable in a model of fear. Age, of course, is expected 
to be an important interaction variable for the model.
It is important to note that the relationships between 
fear and the other variables are expected to vary by age 
group, so age must be categorized to determine these 
variations. Figure 2 outlines the conceptual model after 
the categorization of age within each model of fear. Age 
categorization aids in understanding how fear is 
predicted within aqe categories.
For example, in the global fear model, relationships 
between age groups are often predicted to be in the same 
direction, but are expected to be stronger or significant 
for older age groups. As indicated in the review above, 
the global measure of fear is said to predict fear in 
those that possess a general insecurity i,e., older age 
categories. The breakdown of the model into age 
categories should be more useful when using the fear of
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personal and property crime indices as dependent 
variables. In these models more variation across the age 
categories is expected because the measures purportedly 
are not measuring general insecurity, but are measuring 
specific types of fear. Again because so little research 
has been done using multiple fear measures, few 
relationships can be specified. Adding to this 
difficulty is the lack of research on age interaction and 
fear.
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This data used for this research comes from a 
victimization study of households in Louisiana supported 
by the Department of Rural Sociology, as a part of the 
S-193 Southern Regional Crime Project. A questionnaire 
was developed and pretested on approximately 30 persons 
to insure clarity and to assess the length of time needed 
for completion. This questionnaire was sent to a sample 
of Louisiana residents to obtain information regarding 
household victimization, attitudes toward and perceptions 
of crime, preventative measures, and a variety of 
socio-demographic characteristics (See Appendix A).
A representative state wide sample was desired, and 
because drivers' license numbers are randomly assigned in 
Louisiana, a fairly reliable sampling frame was 
available. The sample was obtained from the Louisiana 
Department of Public Safety and drawn from the population 
of licensed drivers in Louisiana. A sample of 4,501 
cases was systematically drawn by selecting every 1883rd 
case. Previous victimization studies in Florida (Carter 
and Beaulieu, 1984) and in Mississippi (Freese et al., 
1984) indicated that a non-response rate of 25 percent 
could be expected due to unknown or unforwardable 
addresses and the death of some of the selected 
participants. A total of 4,338 questionnaires were
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initially nailed. These were the remaining cases after 
163 were found to be either unlocated or deceased.
Subjects received the initial questionnaire in June 
of 1984. Those not responding to the first mailing were 
sent a second, replacement questionnaire and explanatory 
cover letter in July, 1984. Those who failed to respond 
to the second questionnaire were sent a third 
questionnaire and explanatory letter in August, 1984. Of 
those mailed, 4,338, 626 were undeliverable. A total of 
1850 questionnaires were returned completed, which 
resulted in a 49.8 percent return rate. The age, race, 
and sex distributions of the respondents were compared to 
the original sample of 4501. See Table 1. The original 
cases had the following characteristics: Race, 77 percent 
white, 22 percent black, and 1 percent other races; A ge, 
74 percent were under 55 years of age; and Sex, 5 3 
percent were male. The respondents had the following 
characteristics: Race, 77 percent were white, 22 percent 
black, and 1 percent other races; Age, 69 percent were 
under 55 years of age; Sex, 40 percent were males. Thus, 
the respondents appear to be representative of the 
original sample with respect to age and race, however 
females seem to be somewhat overrepresented. Diliman 
(1978), suggests that representativeness of a sample with 
respect to certain population characteristics may be 
ascertained by comparisons with Census Data. This does
2not however, preclude the possibility of sampling bias.
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The moderate response rate of (49.8%) may be a 
result of several factors. One obvious drawback was the 
length of the quesionnaire. The questionnaire was 
twenty-four pages long, and required a minimum of thirty 
minutes to complete. Also ,in order to answer the 
questionnaire the respondents had to be able to read. 
Given the high rate of illiteracy in the Louisiana 
population, this requirement may have led to some bias 
against those categories of people with high rates of 
illiteracy, specifically the poor and blacks. Last, in 
order to receive a questionnaire respondents had to have 
a current mailing address. This limitation prevented 
access to persons in the population who are mobile.
The sample, although it appears to be fairly 
representative of the state population, may have some 
sampling bias due to the sampling frame used, i.e. a list 
of licensed drivers in Louisiana. Of course, all 
Louisiana residents are not licensed drivers. However, 
the number of adults in population who do not have 
licenses is believed to be small. Those individuals who 
are not likely to have licenses are those who are too 
poor to own cars, have had their licenses revoked, are 
handicapped and cannot drive, are too young to drive, or 
are too old to drive. All sources of sampling frames are 
problematic either because of a lack of completeness of 
the frame or cost of compiling an original list of 
possible respondents (Babbie 1979; Miller 1983). It is
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beyond the scope of most research projects to identify 
all the members of a defined population. It is almost 
always necessary to rely on existing published lists as 
sampling frames. If the list is to a large extent 
complete, and up to date, it may serve as a possible 
sampling frame. Since the Louisiana Department of Public 
Safety Keeps an updated and complete list of all licensed 
drivers in Louisiana, the sampling frame is adequate, 
despite the limitations mentioned above.
As with all types of survey methods, the mail 
questionnaire method has problems associated with it. 
However, this survey followed the mailout model 
specificed by Dillman et al. 1978, which enhances the 
response rate by including an explanatory cover letter, 
and by using three separate questionnaire mailouts. The 
details of the response rate were covered above. It is 
important to note that when using this method, even when 
following strict guidelines set forth by previous 
research, certain types of persons are not reachable.
The types of persons most likely not to receive 
questionnaires are those with no mailing address, and 
those who move frequently (transients).
Many problems must be faced when planning and 
executing research. The review of the limitations of the 
sample, the sampling frame, and the survey method is 
meant to give a realistic view of this study. Despite 
these limitations, this research appears to retain
49
adequate population validity. That is, this study is 
reasonably representative of the target population, at 
least as reflected in the comparison of the sample with 
the original cases and census data.
Methods of Analysis
In order to develop summated scales that are 
unidimensional in nature, Principal Components Analysis 
(PCA) is used. PCA belongs to the family of data 
reduction procedures called factor analysis. PCA is a 
data reduction technique where the primary goal is to 
construct linear combinations of the original variables 
that account for as much of the total variation as 
possible. The successive linear combinations are 
extracted so that they are uncorrelated with each other 
and account for smaller amounts of the total variation 
(Dillon and Goldstein 1984). PCA simply defines the 
basic dimensions of the data and makes no assumptions 
about common factors. Coefficients of reliability are 
necessary to assess the reliability of a sum or weighted 
sum across variables as an estimate of a case's true 
score. After computing composite scores, Cronbach's 
alpha (1951) is performed as a test of reliability for 
the scales used in the analysis.
Principle components analysis is often the first 
step in a more detailed study of a data set. But, PCA is 
not used to test a priori hypotheses about the number of
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common factors underlying a set of variables or the 
character of the common factors. PCA is performed on 
sets of items to develop the variables: fear of personal 
crime, fear of property crime, and perceived seriousness 
of crime in the community. These variables are used as 
summated variables in the model.
Mean fear levels are compared for all three models
of fear on all age categories to determine if the
measures of fear differ for age categories. Analysis of
Variance procedures, using an F statistic, are utilized
3to determine the equality of means for the age groups.
Each of the three models are estimated using 
Ordinary Least Squares regression. OLS yields 
standardized beta coefficients (Beta's) which allow the 
determination of important predictor variables within a 
model regardless of scale differences. Also, OLS yields 
unstandardized regression coefficients (b's) which are 
useful for across regression comparison's. This is 
important for determining the importance of variables as 
predictors when testing a model on different samples or 
subsamples. It must be noted that when testing for the 
statistical significance of one coefficient the t (or F) 
is the same for both.
Instead of simply using age as a control variable in 
a model of fear, this research is predominantly 
interested in testing the same model (fear) on five 
different subsamples (age categories). Because three
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measures of fear are available for investigation this 
procedure must be implemented three times. A crucial 
question that must be addressed when using a 
methodological strategy of this sort is, "Does using 
separate regression coefficients for each group 
significantly add to the regression sum of squares, as 
compared to using a single common regression 
coefficient?" (Pedhauzer 1982). In order to answer this 
question one must determine whether or not there are 
significant interaction terms. Also, one must determine 
whether the model using interaction terms predicts the 
dependent variable better than a model using a common 
regression coefficient. To determine this, the 
discrepancy between the sum of the regression sum of 
squares for the separate regression coefficients and the 
regression sum of squares for the common regression 
coefficient is tested for significance.
When interaction is not found to be significant in 
the overall regression, an additive model using the 
common regression coefficient is sufficient to fit the 
data (Pedhazer 1982). On the other hand, if an 
interaction is significant, an additive model is 
insufficient to describe the data.
If the interaction terms are significant and involve 
a continuous variable such as age, the interpretation of 
the interaction becomes much less ambiguous if the 
continuous variable is manipulated into a categorical
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variable and separate regression equations are 
constructed for each level of the categorical variable 
(Pedhazer 1982). The following analysis tests for 
significant age interactions for the three models of 
fear. When interactions are found to be significant, 
separate regressions equations are run on the five 
categories of age. SPSS* is used in all of the 
statistical procedures. The operationalization of the 
variables is located in Appendix B .
CHAPTER VI
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
The following chapter includes information and 
findings on the development of measures used in the 
analysis, the differences between mean fear levels across 
age categories, the testing of interaction In the models, 
and results from regression analyses for the three fear 
models.
Development of Measures
Principal Component Analysis (PCA) was performed to 
develop reliable alternative measures of fear. The two 
measures of fear developed from the PCA are fear of 
property crime and fear of violent crime. PCA was 
performed on a set of variables pertaining to the fear of 
possible victimization of specific types of crime. The 
factor patterns which resulted from the analysis for both 
fear measures are found in Table 2. A varimax rotation 
procedure was used to aid in interpretation of the factor 
pattern.
The first component in the PCA reveals high loadings 
for the variables: Fear of Burglary While at Home, Fear 
of Robbery, Fear of Being Threatened with a Knife or 
Weapon, Fear of Being Mugged and Fear of Murder. The 
second component reveals high loadings for the three 
items: Fear of Burglary While Not at Home, Fear of Being
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Conned Out of Money, and Fear of Having Your Car Stolen.
The two dimensions these components identify are
interpreted to indicate: (1) component one -fear of
violent crime and (2) component two -fear of property 
4crime. The variables which received high loadings for 
each component are used in summated form to create each 
of the two fear measures to be used in the subsequent 
analysis. Reliability coefficients for the two measures 
are Fear of Violent Crime (Cronbach's alpha = .934) and 
Fear of Property Crime (Cronbach's alpha = .750).
The variable Seriousness of Crime in the Community 
was developed in a similar manner. A Principal Component 
Analysis was performed on a list of variables pertaining 
to the seriousness of the crime problem for specific 
crimes in the community (burglary, rape, assault, 
robbery, motor vehicle theft, larceny, vandalism, murder, 
arson, and fraud). Only one strong dimension resulted 
from the analysis. Each of the crimes, excluding fraud, 
received high loadings on component one in the rotated 
factor matrix. These results are also found in Table 2. 
Each of the variables from component one in the PCA is 
used to create a summated scale variable, Seriousness of 
Crime in the Community. The reliability coefficient for 
this variable is (Cronbach's alpha= .898).
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Analysis of Variance
An analysis of variance procedure was used to 
determine if mean fear levels differ across age 
categories for the three measures of fear. An F ratio is 
utilized to determine whether groups being tested are 
statistically significantly different from one another. 
The results are found in Table 3.
When using the global fear measure age categories 
are found to be significantly different. The range for 
mean scores for this measure of fear is 0 through 3. Age 
group five has the highest mean fear level (1.97). Age 
group one has the lowest mean fear level (1.77).
Likewise, the analysis of means using Fear of 
Violent Crime reveals the age categories are 
significantly different from one another. The range for 
this variables is 0 through 10. Group one exhibits the 
highest mean level of fear (6.0), while group five 
exhibits the lowest mean fear levels (4.53). This trend 
was expected.
The analysis of variance for the Fear of Property 
Crime measure reveals no significant difference between 
the means for the five age groups. The values for this 
variables range from 0 through 6. Since property crime, 
unlike violent crime, is a more salient crime (ocurring 




The first step to be performed when testing for 
interaction is to determine whether there is a 
significant difference between the regression 
coefficients for the age categories. This can be done 
several ways. The REGRESSION program of SPSSx 
accomplishes this by testing whether the interaction 
terms add significantly to the regression sum of squares. 
In other words, one must determine if the interaction 
terms add significantly to the proportion of variance 
accounted for over and above the variance accounted for 
by the model variables. When there is a possibility of 
more than one interaction term, testing the differences 
among the separate regression coefficients is done by 
testing the increment in the proportion of variance 
accounted for by all the interaction terms, over and 
above the variance accounted for by the model variables. 
For each fear model two regression analyses are necessary 
to complete the test for interaction. The first 
regression equation is the regression of the original
variables in the model including age as a continuous
5  . . .variable. The second regression equation is the
regression including all of the important interaction
terms. In this case interaction terms were included if
they were theoretically plausible. SPSSx performs and
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lists in the output the significance test (R square 
change) for the proportion of variance accounted for by 
the interaction. This gives the information needed to 
determine whether the interaction model goes 
significantly beyond the original model in explaining the 
dependent variable. The significance test used by SPSS* 
is an F ratio. A summary of the regression output is 
found in Table 6.
Age Interaction Using the Global Fear Measure
The test for interaction using a global measure of 
fear in the model is significant. (See Table 6) The 
original model variables (age again is included as a 
continuous variable in the model) when entered into the 
regression explain 30% of the variance. The F ratio 
associated with the original model is significant (F - 
42.295). This suggests that the overall regression is 
significant. When the interaction terms are entered into 
the model 34% of the variance in the dependent variable 
(global fear) is explained. The R square change 
represents the increment of variance gained in the model 
due to the addition of interaction terms. It is this 
increment that is tested for significance. The results 
show that the addition of the interaction terms 
significantly improves the model. Therefore, separate 
regressions are warranted to more fully explain the 
relationship between global fear, age, and the other
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model variables. These results for the separate 
regressions are presented later in this chapter.
Age Interactions Using the Fear of Violent Crime Measure 
Using the Fear of Violent Crime measure as the 
dependent variable in the model 18% of the variance is 
explained. (See Table 6) The overall regression is 
significant (F = 21.48). When including the interaction 
terms into the model 22% of the variance is explained.
The R square change (.038) is significant (Sig. of F = 
.023). The findings suggest that the model is 
significantly improved when using age interaction 
variables. Again, separate regression equations for age 
categories are warranted to more adequately explain the 
relationship between fear of violent crime, age, and the 
remaining variables in the model. The results of the 
separate regressions will be presented later in this 
chapter.
Age Interactions Using the Fear of Property Crime Measure 
Using the Fear of Property Crime as the dependent 
variable in the model, 14% of the variance is explained. 
(See Table 6) The F test for the overall regression is 
significant (F = 16.09, Sig. of F = .0000) indicating the
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model significantly predicts Fear of Property Crime.
When the interaction variables are entered the R square 
increases to 19%. The R square change (.046) is 
significant (F = 1.770, sig. of F = .0026). These 
findings indicate that separate regression equations are 
necessary to more fully explain the relationship between 
Fear of Property Crime, Age, and the remaining variables 
in the model.
It has been shown from the tests for interaction, 
using the three measures of fear, that age interactions 
account for a significant proportion of the variance in 
fear. These findings justify the use of separate 
regression equations for age categories when attempting 
to explain variance in the three measures of fear of 
crime. The results of the next step in this analysis, 
the separate regressions for the three measures of fear, 
are presented below.
An Analysis of Age Interactions Using Separate 
Regressions
In this section, the regression analyses for each 
model of fear across age categories will be presented. 
This will include an examination of: l. the significant 
predictors and variation explained in each age category 
for a particular fear measure and; 2. the important 
predictors across the age categories for each model. 
Finally, all three models will be compared and
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contrasted.
Global Fear: Separate Regressions by Age Category
The first set of regression equations to be analyzed 
use Global Fear as the dependent variable. The 
independent variables in the model are Faith in 
Collective Security, Community Crime Problem, Crime 
Problem in Parish, Gender, Race, Education, Income, 
Rural/Urban Residence, Victim of Violent Crime, Victim of 
Property Crime Black/White Ratio in Parish, and Another 
Adult Present in Household. The results of the 
regression analyses are found in Table 7.
The most important prdictors for Global Fear in the 
first age category (15-29) are Community Crime Problem 
(Beta=.402), Gender (Beta=.223) and Rural/Urban Residence 
(Beta=.098). Those individuals between the ages of 15 
and 29 who perceive a greater community crime problem 
demonstrate higher levels of fear. Women in this age 
group demonstrate higher levels of fear than men, and 
urban residents have higher fear levels than rural 
residents. Overall, the model is effective.
Approximately 27% of the variance in global fear is
explained by the independent variables for this age group
2as indicated by the coefficient of determination (R ).
In the second age category (30-44). there are seven 
significant predictors of Global Fear. The most 
significant predictor is Community Crime Problem
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(Beta=.3 53). The other significant predictors are Belief 
in Collective Security (Beta=.083), Perceived Seriousness 
of Crime Problem in Parish (Beta=.173), Gender 
(Beta=.121), Rural/Urban Residence (Beta=.133), Victim of 
Property Crime (Beta=.121), and Black White/Ratio in 
Parish (Beta=.157). Those in this age group who perceive 
a greater community crime problem have greater levels of 
global fear. Likewise, those who perceive a greater 
problem of crime in the parish have greater levels of 
fear. Women have higher levels of fear than men and 
those who have been a victim of property crime exhibit 
higher levels of global fear. Also, urban residence is 
more indicative of higher levels of fear than rural 
residence. Those persons who live in parishes with 
higher black to white ratios demonstrate higher levels of 
fear than those who live in parishes with lower black to 
white ratios. Also, those with less belief in collective 
security exhibit greater fear levels. The amount of 
variance in Global Fear explained by the independent 
variables is substantial (30.7%).
The significant predictors for the third age 
category (45-54) are Perceived Seriousness of the Crime 
Problem in the Community (Beta=.453) and Black/White 
Ratio in Parish (Beta = .192). These two variables are 
strong predictors of fear in this age category. As 
perceptions of the crime problem in the community 
increase, global fear levels increase. The greater the
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number of Blacks in the parish the greater the global 
fear level. The model explains a considerable amount of 
variation in global fear (31.1%).
Only one variable, Perceived Seriousness of Crime in 
the Community (Beta=.493), is significant in predicting 
Global Fear for the fourth age category (55-64). The 
greater the perception of a community crime problem the 
higher the fear level. Even though only one variable 
predicts fear significantly, the amount of variation 
explained by the model is great (40.1%). The one 
significant predictor does contribute most to the amount 
of variance explained. As in the fourth age category, 
the fifth age category (65 and older) has only one 
significant predictor of Global Fear. Perceived 
Seriousness of Crime in the Community is a extremely 
significant predictor of fear (Beta = .593). The greater 
the perception of the seriousness of the crime problem 
the greater the level of fear exhibited. The magnitude 
of the beta indicates that most of the variance explained 
in fear in this model is due to this variable. Again, as 
in age category four, a large proportion of the variance 
in fear is explained by the model (52.3%).
Fear of Violent Crime: Separate Regressions by Age
Category
Using Fear of Violent Crime as the dependent 
variable, regression equations were run for the five age
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categories. The results are found in Table 8.
Looking at the results from the regression for the
first age category (15-29), there are three significant
predictors of the Fear of Violent Crime. Gender is the
most important predictor in this model (Beta=.260).
Additionally, Belief in Collective Security (Beta = .186)
and Perceived Seriousness of Community Crime Problem
(Beta = .164) significantly predict Fear of Violent
Crime. The findings indicate that for this age category
females demonstrate higher levels of fear than males.
Also, those in this category who have less belief in
collective security have higher levels of fear of violent
crime. Further, the greater the perceived seriousness of
the community crime problem the greater the fear of
2violent crime. As indicated by the R the independent 
variables in the model explain 18% of the variance in the 
dependent variable.
The regression results for the second age category 
(30-44) indicate two significant predictors of Fear of 
Violent Crime; Gender (Beta=.235) and Perceived 
Seriousness of the Community Crime Problem (Beta=.235). 
This suggests that women are more fearful than men for 
this age group. Also, persons whose perceptions of the 
community crime problem as great are more likely to have 
higher levels of fear of violent crime. The independent 
variables in the model explain 16.8% of the variance in 
Fear of Violent Crime.
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The regression results for the third age category 
(45-54) shows the only significant predictor of fear to 
be Race (Beta=.268). This indicates that for this age 
group whites are more fearful of violent crime than 
blacks. Although Race is the only significant pridictor, 
still the independent variables explain 22.7% of the 
variance in Fear of Violent Crime.
The regression results for the fourth age category 
(55-64) indicate two significant predictors of Fear of 
Violent Crime; Perceived Seriousness of the Community 
Crime Problem (Beta=.172) and Gender (Beta=.184).
Females have exhibit higher levels of fear than males, 
and those who percieve a serious community crime problem 
display higher levels of fear. The independent variables 
in the model explain 18.7% of the variance in Fear of 
Violent Crime.
The findings for the last age category (65 and 
older) indicate that Belief in Collective Security 
(Beta=.315) Victim of Violent Crime (Beta=.181) and 
Gender (Beta=.181) are significant predictors of Fear of 
Violent Crime. Again, females fear violent crime more 
than men. Also, those individuals who have less faith in 
collective security display greater levels of fear. 
Further, those who have been a victim of violent crime 
demonstrate higher levels of fear. Although there are 
only three significant predictors, these three variables 
along with the remaining independent variables in the
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model explain 44.0% of the variance in Fear of Violent 
Crime. This model explains Fear of Violent Crime 
very well.
Fear of Property Crime: Separate Regressions by Age
Category
Fear of Property Crime is used as the dependent 
variable in the following regression analyses on the five 
age categories. The independent variables are the same 
variables used in the analyses of Global Fear and Fear of 
Violent Crime. The results are presented in Table 9.
Examining the regression results for the first age 
category (15-29) three significant predictors of Fear of 
Property Crime are apparent. The strongest predictor is 
Belief in Collective Security (Beta=.216). Perceived 
Seriousness of the Community Crime Problem (Beta=.126) 
and Gender (Beta=.137), although smaller in magnitude, 
are also significant predictors of Fear of Property 
Crime. In sum, less faith in collective security is 
associated with high fear levels. Females have higher 
fear levels than men. Also, the greater the perceived 
seriousness of crime in the community the higher the fear 
level. The independent variables in the model explain 
13.3% of the variance in Fear of Property Crime.
The regression results for the second age category 
(30-44) indicate three significant predictors of Fear of 
Property Crime. Perceived Seriousness of the Community 
Crime Problem (Beta=.252) and Gender (Beta=.222) are the
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strongest predictors. Income (Beta=-.139), though 
smaller in magnitude, is also significant. These results 
indicate that the greater the level of perceived 
seriousness of the community crime problem the greater 
the level of fear. Also, women are more fearful of 
property crime than are men, and the lower the incomes 
the higher the fear level. This model explains 15.7% of 
the variance in Fear of Property Crime. Only two 
variables are significant predictors of Fear of Property 
Crime in the third age category (45-54): Perceived
Seriousness of the Community Crime Problem (Beta=.427), 
and Race (Beta=.253). These data indicate that the 
greater the perception of a community crime problem the 
greater the fear level. Also, whites fear property crime 
more than blacks for this age group. The independent 
variables in the model explain 29% of the variance in the 
Fear of Property Crime.
Similarly, only two variables significantly predict 
Fear of Property Crime for the fourth age category 
(55-64): Belief in Collective Security (Beta=.167) and 
Perceived Seriousness of the Community Crime Problem 
(Beta=.170). These findings suggest that less faith in 
collective security results in higher fear levels. Also, 
the greater the perception of a community crime problem 
the greater the fear level. This model explains 20% of 
the variance in Fear of Property Crime. The regression 
results for the last age category (65 and older) reveal
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four significant predictors of Fear of Property Crime: 
Belief in Collective Security (Beta=.285), Perceived 
Seriousness of the Community Crime Problem (Beta=.299), 
Gender (Beta=.241) and Victim of Violent Crime 
(Beta=.182). For this age group, less belief in 
collective security indicates greater fear levels, 
greater perceptions of the community crime problem 
indicates greater fear levels, women's fear levels are 
greater than men's, and those who have been a victim of 
violent crime are more fearful than non-victims. The 
independent variables in the model explain 4 0 .7 % of the 
variance in Fear of Property Crime.
A Comparison of the Three Fear Models
The following is a comparison of the regression
results of the three fear models, Global Fear, Fear of
Violent Crime, and Fear of Property Crime. Included will
2be comparisons of coefficients of determination (R ) and 
significant regression coefficients.
A Comparison of Variance Explained
Of the three models, more variance is explained for 
each age category by the Global Fear Model. (See Table 
10) For example, viewing the fifth age category for the 
three models, the Global model explains 52% of the 
variance in Global Fear while the Fear of Property Crime
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and Fear of Violent Crime models explain 40.7% and 44% 
respectively. The Fear of Violent Crime and Fear of 
Property Crime models are comparable in the amount of 
variance they explain across age categories. All three 
models explain more variance in the dependent variable 
for the older age categories than for younger age 
categories. Using the Global Fear Measure, increasing 
amounts of variance are explained by the independent 
variables as age categories increase. This is not the 
trend with the other models. All three of the models 
explain substantial amounts of variation. To further 
understand how the independent variables contribute to 
the amount of variance explained, the significant 
predictors (regression coefficients) of fear for the 
three models are compared in the following section.
A Comparison of Significant Predictors Across the Three 
Models
In this section of the analysis, important findings 
and trends within each model will be identified. Then a 
comparison of the significant predictors of fear for the 
three models will be presented.
Significant Predictors of Global Fear
The most salient predictor of Global Fear is 
Perceived Seriousness of Crime Problem in the Community. 
This is evident when viewing the regressions for all five
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age categories. (See Table 7) It is evident from the 
magnitude of the Betas for this variable that most of the 
variance explained in the Global Fear is due to this 
variable. Gender and Rural/Urban residence are important 
predictors of Global Fear for the first and second age 
categories. Black/White Ratio is an important predictor 
of Global Fear for the second and third age categories.
It is important to note that few variables significantly 
predict Global Fear for the separate regressions with the 
exception of the second age category.
The regression analysis for the second age category 
(30-44) is somewhat different than the other four. There 
are seven significant predictors of Global Fear. As in 
the regressions for the other age categories, Perceived 
Seriousness of the Community Crime Problem has the 
largest regression coefficient. But it is clear that the 
other variables make important contributions to the 
amount of variance explained.
Significant Predictors of Fear of Violent Crime
Gender is most important predictor of Fear of Violent 
Crime. It is a significant predictor in all but the 
third age category. (See Table 8) In the categories
where Gender is significant, it is has the largest 
regression coefficients associated with it.
Additionally, Perceived Seriousness of the Community 
Crime Problem is a significant predictor of Fear of
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Violent Crime for the first and second age categories. 
Belief in Collective Security is also a significant 
predictor of Fear of violent Crime in two age categories, 
the first and fifth. Being a victim of violent crime is 
only a significant predictor of fear for the fifth age 
category. It is also important to note that Race is the 
only significant predictor for the third age category.
In sum, very few variables predict Fear of Violent Crime 
in the separate age regressions.
Significant Predictors of the Fear of Property Crime
Perceived Seriousness of the Community Crime Problem 
is a significant predictor of Fear of Property Crime for 
all five age categories. (See Table 9) The betas for
Perceived Seriousness of the Community Crime Problem are
the greatest in magnitude amcng the significant 
predictors for all but the first age category. For 
category one Belief in Collective Security has the 
largest Beta. Belief in Collective Security 
also is a significant predictor for categories three and 
four. In categories one, two, and five, Gender 
significantly predicts Fear of Property Crime. Race is 
only significant in category three, and Victim of Violent 
Crime is only significant in category five. Again, there 
are few variables within each category which
significantly predict Fear of Property Crime.
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Comparing Predictors and Trends for the Three Models 
A key predictor for all three models of fear is 
Perceived Seriousness of the Community Crime Problem. It 
is a significant predictor in all five categories for the 
Global Fear and Fear of Property Crime models. But, the 
Fear of Violent Crime model is unigue because Perceived 
Seriousness of the Community Crime Problem, though a 
significant predictor for three categories of the five 
categories, is not the strongest in the model. It is 
Gender that is the most significant predictor of Fear of 
Violent Crime overall. (See Table 8) Similarly, Gender 
is a significant predictor in many of the categories of 
the Global Fear and Fear of Property Crime Models, but is 
not profound in magnitude. Analyzing all three models on 
the fifth age category Global Fear is only significantly 
predicted by Perceived Seriousness of the Community Crime 
Problem. A large proportion of the variance is 
explained, but this one variable is responsible for most 
of explained variance. The Fear of Violent Crime and 
Fear of Property Crime models are different with regard 
to the fifth age category. These two models explain a 
great deal of variance in the dependent variables, but it 
is done with several important predictor variables.
These two models are unique in terms of the fifth age 
category in another respect. It is only in these two 
categories that Being a Victim of Violent Crime is a 
significant predictor.
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Although a greater proportion of the variance is 
explained in the Global Fear Model, the explanatory power 
of the independent variables is low because so few 
variables are significant. Less variance is explained in 
the Fear of Violent Crime and Fear of Property Crime 
Models, but there are a greater number of significant 
predictors.
All three models of fear are similar in that the 
greatest proportion of variance is explained for the 
fifth age category. As mentioned previously the 
proportion of variance explained increases as the age 
categories increase for the Global Fear Model. The Fear 
of Property Crime and Fear of Violent Crime measures 
however do not follow this trend.
Another trend that can be identified by comparing 
the three models involves comparing the predictors across 
the three models. The significant prdictors vary by the 
fear measures used. This indicates that interactions 
with age vary by fear measure.
This concludes the analysis chapter. A summary of 
the major findings and an interpretation are given in 
chapter VII.
CHAPTER VII
SUMMARY AND INTERPRETATION OF THE FINDINGS
The present chapter will offer an interpretation of 
the results of the foregoing analysis. This 
interpretation will synthesize previous explanations of 
the age/fear of crime relationship with a life cycle 
perspective. The latter largely focuses on the changing 
nature of "routine activities" and 1 ifestyle which occur 
through the life course. The goal here is to offer some 
resolution to the inconsistencies and anomalies of 
previous research, and to construct a verbal model of the 
association of age and fear of crime, which will be of 
heuristic value for further research and theoretical 
development.
Summary of Results
An analysis of variance procedure found that mean 
fear levels differed significantly across age categories 
for only two of the three measures of fear, Fear of 
Violent Crime and Global Fear. There was no significant 
difference in fear levels for age categories using the 
Fear of Property Crime measure.
Because the main objective of this research was to 
determine if age interactions are important in 
understanding fear of crime, the three measures of fear 
were placed as dependent variables within a model and
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tested for significant interactions. In each test, age 
was found to have significant interactions with the other 
independent variables included in the models. 
Consequently, each model was analyzed using separate 
regressions for age categories to demonstrate how the 
effects of the independent variables varied by age 
category. The regression analyses revealed the 
following:
1. Using the global measure of fear, Perceived 
Seriousness of Crime in the Community was the most 
important predictor in all five age categories;
2. Using the Fear of Violent Crime measure, Gender was 
the most important predictor for the majority of age 
categories. Significant, but of less importance are 
Faith in Collective Security and Perceived 
Seriousness of Crime in the Community;
3. Using the Fear of Property Crime measure, Perceived 
Seriousness of Crime in the Community was the most 
important predictor for all but ,irf> age category. 
Gender and Collective Security were the next most 
important predictors of Fear of Property Crime;
4. When comparing the three models of fear, more 
variance is explained for all age categories when 
using the Global Fear measure.
Ruutine Activities and the Life Course
A most useful perspective which can be applied in 
interpreting these results is one which recently has 
emerged in explanation of crime itself. "The Routine 
Activity Approach" (Cohen and Felson 1979) has most often 
been used to explain crime rate trends. The routine 
activities approach originates in the work of 
criminologists using an ecological and criminal 
opportunity perspective (Boggs 1965; and Gould 1969).
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But most currently, it has been associated with the work 
of Cohen and Felson (1979) . Briefly summarized, the 
routine activities approach involves the analysis of 
three elements which are necessary for a criminal act to 
occur: 1. a motivated offender; 2. a suitable target; 
and 3. the absence of a capable guardian. Also, this 
approach considers how patterns of social life assemble 
these elements in space and time (Felson 1987). The 
research of Cohen and Felson (1979) emphasized the 
importance of the convergence in time and space of 
offenders and crime targets as a major determinant of 
crime rates. More recently, this approach has been used 
to explore the intersexual nature of violent crime 
(O'Brien 1988) and the possibility of preventing crime in 
the developing metropolis (Felson 1987).
What are routine activities and how are they related 
to crime? Routine activities are, quite simply, patterns 
of behaviors, such as going to and from work, time spent 
at home, leisure activities, and location of activities, 
which characterize a population or category of persons. 
The pattern of activities help determine the likelihood 
of the occurrence of crime (Cohen and Felson 1979;
O'Brien 1988). By corollary, the probability of 
victimization is affected also. Routine activities may 
at times separate many people from those they trust and 
the property they value e.g. when going to work, moving, 
retiring, or growing old in a changing neighborhood.
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Routine activities may bring together persons of 
different backgrounds, in occupied or isolated places 
(Cohen and Felson 1979). Thus, the timing of work, 
schooling, leisure, and other everyday activities may be 
of central importance in explaining crime rates as well 
as phenomena associated with crime rates such as fear of 
crime. Although the routine activities approach most 
often deals with the immediate time and availability of a 
crime and victim, it is also plausible to use this 
approach to examine life time or life span, and the 
associated changes in routine activities. In other words 
how persons perceive themselves to be vulnerable at 
different times and to different things in a life span 
may in part be due to their routine activity pattern. By 
taking this perspective and applying it to the attitude 
of fear, it is possible to gain a better understanding of 
the effect of age on fear of crime.
Just as offenders evaluate risks, rewards, and 
consequences when selecting possible targets (Cornish and 
Clarke 1987), so we can assume persons make evaluations 
of their desirability and risks as a target, and their 
guardianship capabilities. Criminals weigh (not 
necessarily metrically) the consequences of crime, and 
based on their perceptions of the situation choose 
whether or not to commit a crime. Of course, fear of 
crime is not an acti :>n, but neither is it a completely 
affective response. As with weighing the costs and
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benefits of offending, an evaluation and some calculation 
of the perceived risks in an environment does occur in 
forming a fear attitude (Warr and Stafford 1983).
Instead of a perception of the likelihood of 
apprehension, fear of crime deals with the perception of 
the likelihood of successfully being victimized. Thus, a 
person may weigh (again, not necessarily metrically) the 
possibility of victimization in the environment and the 
costs or consequences of victimization. These perceptual 
factors likely influence fear. It is important to 
realize that perceptions can be influenced very much by 
objective factors (Bril Ion 1987). However, perceptions 
are most often not consistent with the objective 
circumstances, and this is true for offenders and 
potential victims as well. This is easily demonstrated 
by much of the literature on fear of crime among the 
elderly. The elderly often view crime as much more 
serious (and increasing) than the rates of crime reflect 
(Brillon 1987). Regardless of where perceptions are 
derived or if they are realistic or unrealistic, 
definitions of the situation are what is important to the 
formation of an attitude of fear.
As noted, age categories loosely represent stages in 
the life course and changes that systematically occur as 
persons grow older. The stages represented correspond 
with early adulthood, young family life, maturing family 
life, matured family (children gone), and old age. As
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one passes through these stages during the life cycle, 
perceptions may change, which in turn causes the 
evaluations of the environment to change, and the result 
is a change in fear. Because activities and the context 
of social life change over the life span, what predicts 
fear of crime concomitantly changes. The results of this 
study strongly suggest this. The fact that age was found 
to have significant interactions with independent 
variables in all three models of fear leads the 
researcher to the general conclusion that fear of crime 
is contingent on changing life-style and social contexts 
that result from aging.
Interpretation of the Global Fear Model
As mentioned in Chapter II, it has been argued that 
the Global Fear construct measures general insecurity and 
vulnerability rather than fear of crime specifically. 
Still, being afraid to walk alone at night in one's 
community should be related to the fear of victimization 
as well. As one would predict Perceived Seriousness of 
Crime in the Community explains much of the variance in 
Global fear. This is not surprising. But, what explains 
the increasing ability of this variable to predict Global 
Fear across the age categories? As noted, increasing age 
is related to social and physical vulnerability. Placing 
this in a routine activities framework, increasing age 
perhaps leaves one with less ability to defend oneself
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against victimization (lack of a capable guardian). Also 
as previously discussed, the elderly are often retired 
from mainstream life activities and perceive themselves 
to be more vulnerable due to isolation. This increased 
feeling of isolation and vulnerability may stem from such 
changes in routine activities as, retirement from work, 
fewer persons in the household, and changing 
neighborhood. This vulnerability translates into a 
general sense of insecurity at home, at the market, and 
walking on the street. The elderly perhaps evaluate 
themselves in terms of how suitable they are as a target 
for a motivated offender. This evaluation may lead them 
to the conclusion that they are easy prey in the eyes of 
the motivated offender.
Those variables associated with vulnerability in 
previous studies, race, sex, income, another adult 
present etc. where not found to be significant predictors 
of global fear. Perhaps this is because age, as it 
represents life cycle, is a surrogate measure of 
vulnerability, and thus is the most important explanatory 
variable when looking at global fear.
For young adults routine activities are much 
different than for older adults. Younger persons are 
often employed, involved in leisure activities and are 
usually in the company of others. While these patterns 
expose them to an objectively higher probability of being 
victimized, they may not perceive themselves as easy
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targets due to their youth, i.e. physical condition, 
lower sense of apprehension, and greater interaction with 
others.
Studies support this notion of greater perceived 
vulnerability of the elderly (Brillon 1987). Some of 
this perceived vulnerability on the part of the elderly 
may stem from more grave conseguences crime has on them. 
These perceptions indeed have some support in looking at 
the objective consequences of victimization for the 
elderly. Hahn (1976) for example, suggests that although 
the elderly are less likely to be victimized, when they 
are, they are much more likely to need dental and medical 
treatment and seem to have more serious physical 
consequences because they are more fragile (Hahn 1976).
It is possible that the perception of being less 
vulnerable to victimization perhaps attenuates the 
greater exposure to crime for young adults. For the 
youngest age category what results is a model in which 
community crime dynamics are important but less variance 
is explained by these dynamics than for other age groups. 
On the other hand, as vulnerability increases with age 
more variance is explained by community crime dynamics 
due to lack of the perceived ability to attenuate them 
through social support or physical prowess.
These findings are consistent with the "age as 
leveler" hypothesis discussed in the review of the 
literature. When age is broken down into categories the
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regression results indicate community dynamics are the 
most important, not the social and physical vulnerability 
variables. So, age does level the differences between 
races, income levels, and gender status, when using the 
global fear measure. Thus the aging process and 
community crime dynamics explain most of the variance in 
global fear.
Interpretation of the Fear of Violent Crime Model
When analyzing the fear of violent crime one would 
predict the greatest fear from those who perceive 
themselves to be the most vulnerable to violent crime, 
and those who perceive themselves as suitable or easy 
targets for a motivated offender. In fact, this appears 
to be the case when examining the results of the 
regressions. Gender is the most important predictor of 
the fear of violent crime. In terms of a routine 
activity perspective being female, generally makes one a 
more desirable or suitable target and a less capable 
guardian. Women are often caught in a double bind in the 
face of violent victimization, due to the perceived 
threat of rape in addition to other types of 
victimization (Thayer-Doyle 1986). This makes women much 
more sensitive to and fearful of violent victimization 
than men (Warr 1985).
Even s o , as women enter into certain stages of the 
1ife cycle, vulnerabi1ity (real and/or perceived) may
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decrease or increase. For example, women in the middle 
age categories are likely to be married, have children 
present, possibly have higher household income, and are 
thus less 1ikely to perceive themselves as vulnerable to 
violent victimization, especially rape. As seen in the 
regression results for the middle age category (45-54), 
gender is not significant. What becomes significant in 
this age category is race. Perhaps this is due to 
blacks' general exposure to higher rates of violent 
victimization (Bureau of Justice Statistics 1986) and 
this stage of the life cycle attenuating fear for those 
(i.e. whites) whose routine activities take them away 
from the perceived threat of violent victimization and 
render them a less available target. Blacks however, are 
exposed to higher rates of violent victimization 
throughout the life cycle, thus race only becomes 
significant when the interaction of the other variables 
and age are sorted out by using separate regressions.
It is important to point out that gender attains the 
highest level of significance and its predictive power is 
greatest in the oldest age category. This may be due to 
increasing vulnerability for women with this stage of the 
life cycle (widowed and alone). Thus women may perceive 
themselves as easy targets, who cannot thwart 
victimization easily.
Also important predictors of the Fear of Violent 
Crime is Faith in Collective Security (for the youngest
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and oldest age categories) and Perceived Seriousness of a 
Community Crime Problem (for the first, second, and 
fourth age category). The less faith in collective 
security the more fear one experiences, and the greater 
the perception of a community crime problem the more fear 
one experiences. Both of these variables, if placed 
within a routine activities approach can be interpreted 
as the perception of a lack of guardianship and possibly 
of the increased probability of being a suitable target. 
So, it appears that gender and community dynamics enter 
into the calculation of the fear of violent crime 
equation for all but one of the age categories (45-54).
The findings for Fear of Violent Crime support the 
"Double Jeopardy" hypotheses of age and fear of crime.
As discussed earlier, if age creates double 
vulnerability, other variables which are related to 
vulnerability will remain significant when age is 
controlled. This is the case with these findings.
Gender (being female) is an added perceptual weight that 
enters into the fear equation. Being old and being a 
woman then can be viewed as a double jeopardy situation 
in the case of fear of violent crime.
Interpreting the Fear of Property Crime
From a routine activities approach, the majority of 
people possess suitable targets for property crime.
Anyone who owns a car, a stereo, a bicycle, a television,
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or VCR possesses a suitable target. It is well known 
that property crime occurs much more frequently and to 
many more people than violent crime (Bureau of Justice 
Statistics 1986). Recently it has been shown by Felson 
(1987) that the proliferation of lightweight durable 
goods and a dispersion of activities away from family and 
household accounted for much of the property crime wave 
in the United States during the 1960's and 1970's. 
Therefore, an important variable for explaining 
differential fear of property crime levels for persons is 
likely the guardianship variable.
Faith in Collective Security, also an important 
predictor of fear of property crime, is thought to be 
related to the ability to prevent victimization through 
police guardianship. If one perceives a lack of 
collective security fear should increase. On the other 
hand, if one does not perceive their neighborhood to have 
a serious crime problem and if they perceive the police 
patrol to be adequate, then fear levels are 1ikely to be 
lower. As the data indicate, community dynamics, 
especially collective security and community crime 
problem, seem to be crucial perceptual weights in 
determining the attitude of fear of property crime. This 
is especially true of the older age category. The 
perception of inadequate guardianship (collective 
security) and a serious crime problem explain much of the 
variance in fear of property crime for the this age
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category. This would suggest a decline in the elderly's 
belief that "self help" is a viable option to 
guardianship.
Additionally, gender is an important predictor of 
Fear of Property Crime. It is well documented that women 
fear most types of crime more than men (Thayer-Doyle 
1986; Warr 1985). This is due to the perception women 
have of themselves as being unable to thwart 
victimization. Warr (1984) posits that women are also 
fearful of victimization because a single crime, even 
less serious ones, can be accompanied by rape. For
women, the risk of burglary creates much fear because it
may be accompanied by assault, rape and even homicide.
So, it appears that the "double jeopardy" hypothesis is 
supported in these findings on fear of property crime.
In at least three categories, the first, second, and 
fifth, gender becomes increasingly important in 
predicting fear of property crime. When age increases,
the amount of variance explained in fear of property
crime increases, and gender remains significant.
General Interpretation
Each of the three models gave support to some 
previous research. The global fear model supported the 
community perspective, the fear of violent crime model 
supported the victimization perspective (social and 
personal vulnerability), and the fear of property crime
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model gave support to both the community and 
victimization perspectives. In addition, the fear of 
property crime and fear of violent crime models uphold 
the fear and age research that views the age as "double 
jeopardy" for those who are already vulnerable in 
society. On the other hand, the global fear model 
supports the "age as leveler" hypothesis. How can both 
the "age as leveler" and "double jeopardy" hypotheses 
explain the fear/age relationship? The answer lies in 
the fact that each measure of fear is predicted 
differently. Whether the data supported one or the other 
hypothesis depended on the fear measure used. This seems 
to explain the contradictory findings in the literature. 
The fear/age findings in this and previous research vary 
by fear measure used and populations studied.
Conceptual Model of Age and Fear From a Routine 
Activities Approach
The relationship age has to routine activities and 
fear is given in Figure 3. This conceptual model 
illustrates the role routine activities play in mediating 
age and fear. By placing the results of present analysis 
in a life cycle perspective, the relationship between 
fear of crime and age is better understood. The model 
serves as a starting place for a theoretical 
understanding and future research.
The foilowing is a summary of the model. Age 
produces life cycle changes. These life cycle changes
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then cause shifts in routine activities. The patterns of 
routine activity then effect the real and perceived 
probabilities of victimization. These perceptions 
influence the weighing of consequences and the evaluation 
of risk. Fear of Crime is a product of the evaluation of 



















LIMITATIONS AND IMPLICATIONS OF THE RESEARCH
This final chapter discusses some of the limitations 
of this research. Following the discussion of 
1 imitations, implications of the synthesis of 1 ife cycle 
concepts with criminological perspectives are explored 
along with applicability of this research to fear of 
crime as a social problem.
Some Limitations of Present Research 
Measuring Fear of Crime
In attempt to clarify the fear of crime 
conceptually, the present research went beyond the use of 
traditional global measures of fear by developing 
multiple item indices for specific types of fear (fear of
violent crime and fear of property crime). One 
1 imitation of these measures is that each of the 
individual items of fear utilized a three point scale. A
Likert format uti1izes a minimum five point scale. The 
result of using a three point scale is an limited range 
of responses, thereby diminishing the sensitivity of the 
measures. Broader response categories for each item may 
have more clearly described the magnitude of the 
differences in fear for the age groups. Despite this 
limitation, these measures do take a step toward 
clarifying the multidimensionality of fear of crime.
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The global fear measure has been discussed in 
previous chapters, but further treatment is necessary to 
understanding the limitations of the findings. The lack 
of conceptual definition of the measure produces many 
problems with interpretation. What does it measure?
The item , "I feel safe going anywhere in my community 
after dark," does not measure fear of crime directly, but 
more 1ikely it measures the risk to self of walking alone 
at night in one's neighborhood and the fear that results 
from this evaluation. A person who reports that they do 
not feel safe walking alone may not be fearful generally, 
but are simply more aware of the risk involved in that 
act (Ferraro and LaGrange 1987). This perhaps explains 
the strong relationship found between this variable and 
the perceived seriousness of crime in the community. It 
makes sense that the assessment of the crime problem in 
the community and the risk of walking alone in that 
community after dark are strongly related. Further 
investigations into this and similar measures of fear are 
necessary in order to more definitely answer the 
question, "What does it measure?"
Using a Cross-Sectional Survey
Because age has not been adequately investigated in 
fear of crime research, we know very little about age and 
life cycle and fear of crime. Age in most research is
conceptualized as little more than years of age, the only
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exception is the research done on fear and the elderly. 
Aging over the life course as a social process and change 
is rarely addressed. Riley (1987) urges that we bring a 
theory of age into sociological research. She insists 
that in studying age, sociologists must bring people back 
into society, while recognizing that people and society 
undergo process and change (Riley 1987).
It is very difficult to study how people change as 
they age, including changes in perceptions which 
contribute to fear of crime. The common use of 
cross-sectional designs in studying the age/fear 
phenomenon is no doubt related to the availability of 
cross-sectional data and costs (both time and money) of 
obtaining longitudinal data. No doubt, longitudinal 
studies are better suited for discovering the interaction 
between aging and change in fear attitudes. But, these 
studies are time consuming, expensive, and usually 
involve much smaller samples. What one gains with cross 
sectional studies is an understanding of general trends 
and characteristics associated with age.
Thus, the present research is limited in its ability 
to understand age and changes in attitudes and 
perceptions as they relate to fear because of the use of 
single state (Louisiana) cross-sectional data. However, 
by manipulating the research design, age differences in 
perceptions and fear have been revealed. Then, by 
fitting the findings into a life style "routine
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activities" approach, we see the emergence of an 
integration of life cycle concepts with principles of 
criminology. What potentially results is a better 
explanation of fear. It would be beneficial to replicate 
or expand on present research using multiple state or 
national level data.
The Implications of the Synthesis of Life Cvcle Concepts 
and Criminological Perspectives
Probably the most important implication of the 
synthesis of life cycle concepts with criminological 
perspectives is that this union gives a new direction to 
a theory of fear of crime. This integration brought 
together community dynamics, life cycle dynamics, and 
perceptual factors, to form a verbal model of fear of 
crime and age.
There is apparently a complex association between 
fear of crime and life-style. The degree to which fear 
of crime is influenced by age through life style is 
unknown. To come to a better understanding of this 
relationship, it is essential to define the particulars 
of life-styles for different age categories. Age and 
fear of crime research should work toward understanding 
the social integration, attitudes, concerns, and 
expectations of persons throughout the life cycle.
Present research was 1imited in its abi1ity to 
investigate these factors. What this study does provide 
is evidence that fear of crime is best understood using a
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combined approach, using concepts and perspectives from 
criminology and the sociology of aging.
The Applicability of Present Research
By using a routine activities perspective one is 
allowed to focus on the factors that contribute to an 
evaluation of the environment. This is an important 
difference from how fear of crime has been approached in 
the past. Reducing fear most often is thought to occur 
by reducing crime. Reducing crime is not an easy task. 
Theories of how to reduce crime flourish in 
criminological literature. But most of the strategies 
for reducing crime involve expensive and impractical 
structurally based changes which may or may not have an 
effect on fear of crime. For example, educational 
programs for prisoner reform, economic restructuring, 
changing the nature of the institutionalization of 
offenders, and more punitive sentences for offenders are 
often cited as possible answers to reducing crime. 
Although the present research has some structural 
implications for lowering fear levels, it is most 
attractive as an applied theory of fear of crime. It 
appears that there may be some practical ways to reduce 
fear of crime from this perspective. One way is to 
reduce vulnerability.
Several possible measures can be taken to decrease 
vulnerability. For the elderly, attempts should be made
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to improve the ability to deal with the results of aging. 
This can be done through educational programs which 
encourage them to correct their vision, if necessary, 
wear hearing aids, rely on neighbors and friends (peer 
support), and make them aware of the threat of specific 
types of victimization. The police should conduct 
seminars on crime for women and senior citizens to give 
them suggestions on how to avoid becoming a victim. By 
decreasing vulnerability, guardianship may increase.
Self help as a strategy becomes a viable alternative for 
guardianship,
A question that might arise from the suggestions 
above is, "Does informing vulnerable groups about the 
dangers of victimization increase fear?" Some may insist 
that informing the elderly definitely increases fear, but 
others adamantly disagree. Brillon (1987) suggests that 
there is a difference between sensationalizing the 
information about victimization, and simply informing 
people about the risks. The problem is not the 
information, but the way it is conveyed (Brillon 1987). 
Brillon feels that this situation is parallel to warning 
children to be aware of strangers who offer them a ride 
in their car. Another measure that can be taken to 
decrease vulnerability is for vulnerable groups to act 
collectively. Crime prevention programs which integrate 
neighborhoods and communities should be encouraged. 
Surveillance is a valuable tool in combating crime that
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neighbors have at their disposal (Hahn 1976).
In sum, the focus of social policies to combat fear 
of crime can begin by affecting vulnerability, real and 
perceived. These policies are often inexpensive, and 
relatively easy to implement. Thus, not only has this 
study presented the need for more pure research, but, 
also it suggests the possibi1ity of social application of 
the findings.
NOTES
This study is interested primarily in adult patterns 
of fear. Consequently, young children and teenagers 
under the age of 15 will not be included in the 
analysis or in discussions on fear and life-cycle or 
1 ifestyle.
Comparisons of each subsample (age category) to 
census data were done for age, sex, race, education 
and income characteristics. The results of the 
comparison show that the subsamples are somewhat 
biased against low income and education categories. 
Also, females are slightly overrepresented.
The analysis of variance procedure is used to 
demonstrate overall differences between age 
categories and fear. Since these differences are 
investigated using more sophisticated statistical 
techniques later in the analysis chapter post 
analysis of variance tests are unnecessary.
In addition to the PCA, a LISREL confirmatory 
analysis was performed, and similarly the results 
indicated a two factor model was significantly better 
than a one factor model for explaining the variance 
in this list of variables. Also, to explore other 
possible dimensions within the list of fear 
variables, the PCA was forced into four components 
instead of two. The results were the same, only two 
meaningful dimensions resulted.
The results of the overall regression analyses for 
each of the three fear measures are found in tables 4 
and 5. Note that age is used as a continuous 
variable in these regressions.
REFERENCES
Akers, Ronald, Anthony J. LaGreca, Christine Sellars, 
and John Cochran. 1987. "Fear of Crime and 
Victimization Among the Elderly in Different Types of 
Communities." Criminology 25:487-505.
Balkin, Steve. 1979. ’’Victimization Rates, Safety, and 
Fear of Crime." Social Problems 26:343-358.
Bankston, william B., Q.A.L. Jenkins, C.L. Thayer-Doyle, 
and C .Y . Thompson. 1987. "Fear of Criminal
Victimization and Residential Location: The Influence
of Perceived Risk." Rural Sociology 52(1).
Baumer, Terry L. 1978. "Research on Fear of Crime in 
the United States." 1978. Victimology 3:254-64.
Baumer, Terry L. 1985. "Testing a General Model of 
Fear of Crime." Journal of Research on Crime and 
Delinguency 22:239-256.
Boggs, Sarah. 1965. "Urban Crime Patterns." American 
Sociological Review 30:899-905.
Braungart, Margaret M., Richard G. Braungart, and
William J. Hoyer. 1980. "Age, Sex, and Social Factors 
in Fear of Crime." Sociological Focus 13:55-56.
Brillon, Yves, Ch. Louis-Guerin, et M.C. Lamarche.
1984. Attitudes of the Canadian Public Toward Crime• 
Group for Research on Attitudes Toward Crime. 
University of Montreal, Canada.
Brillon, Yves. 1987. Victimization and Fear of Crime 
Among the Elderly. Canada: Butterworths.
Bureau of the Census. 1980. United States Census of 
Population. Detailed Characteristics for Louisiana. 
Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office.
Bureau of the Census. 1980. United States Census of 
Population. General Social and Economic 
Characteristics for Louisiana. Washington D.c.: 
Government Printing Office.
Bureau of Justaice Statistics. 1977. Sourcebook of 




Bureau of Justice Statistics. 1986. Sourcebook of 
Criminal Justice Statistics. Washington D.C.: U.S. 
Department of Justice.
Bureau of Justice Statistics Special Report. 1987.
Elderly Victims. Washingtion D.C.: U.S. Department of 
Justice.
Carter, Keith and Lionel Beaulieu. 1984. Rural Crime
in Florida; A victimization Study of the Rural 
Nonfarm Population. Southern Development Center, 
Mississippi: Mississippi State University.
Chambers, C . , J. Lindquist, O.Z. White, and M.T.
Harter. 1987. The Elderly. Ohio: University of Ohio
Press.
Cronbach, L.J. 1951, "Coefficients of Alpha and the 
Internal Structure of Tests." Psychometrika 
16 :297 — 3 34.
Clemente, Frank, and Michael B. Kleiman. 1976. "Fear
of Crime Among the Aged." The Gerontologist
16:207-210.
Cohen, Lawrence E., and Marcus Felson. 1979. "Social 
Change and Crime Rate Trends." American Sociological 
Review 44:588-607.
Cook, Fay, Wesley Skogan, Thomas Cook, and George 
Antunes. 1978. "Criminal Victimization of the 
Elderly: The Physical and Economic Consequences. The 
Serontolegist 18:338-349.
Dillon, William R . , and Matthew Goldstein. 1984.
Multivariate Analysis: Methods and Applications. New 
York, New York: John Wiley and Sons.
Diliman, D.A., J.A. Christenson, E.H. Carpenter, and 
R.M. Brooks. 1978. "Increasing Mail Quesionnaire 
Response: A Four State Comparison." American
Sociological Review 39:744-756.
Dowd, James and Vern Bengston. 1978. "Aging in
Minority Populations: An Examination of the Double
Jeopardy Hypothesis." Journal of Gerontology 
33 :427-4 36.
DuBow, f . 1979. Reactions to Crime: A Critical Review 
of the Literature. Washington, DC: Government 
Printing Office.
99
Dussich, J.P., and C.J. Eichman. 1976. "The Elderly 
Victim: Vulnerability to the Criminal Act." in J.
Goldsmith and S. Goldsmith's Eds. Crime and the 
Elderly. Lexington Massachusetts: Lexington Books.
Felson, Marcus. 1987. "Routine Activities and Crime 
Preven - ion in the Developing Metropolis. Criminology 
25:911-932.
Ferraro, Kenneth F . and Randy LaGrange. 1987. "The 
Measurement of Fear of Crime." Sociological Inquiry 
57:70-101.
Freese, W . , A. Cosby, and V. Rhea. 1984. "Measuring 
Fear and Perceived Risk of Crime." unpublished paper, 
Department of Sociology, Mississippi State Univeristy.
Garofalo, James. 1979. "Victimization and the Fear of 
Crime." Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency 
16:80-97.
Goffman, Erving. 1963. Stigma: Notes on the
Management of Spoiled Identity. Englewood Cliffs, New 
Jersey: Prentice Hall.
Gordon, M.T., S.Riger, R.K. LeBailly, and L. Heath.
1980 "Crime, Women, and the Qualitay of Urban Life." 
Signs 5:144-160.
Gould, Leroy C . 1969. "The Changing Structure of
Property Crime in an Affluent Society." Social Forces 
48:50-58.
Hahn, Paul H., 1976. Crime Against the Elderly:__ A
Study of Victimology. Santa Cruz California: Davis 
Publication.
Hartnagel, Timothy. 1979. "The Perception and Fear of 
Crime: Implications for Neighborhood Cohesion, Social
Activity and Community Effect." Social Forces 
58:176-193.
Hindelang, Michael J . , Michael R. Gottfredson, and James 
Garofalo. 1978. Victims of Personal Crime: An 
Empirical Foundation for a Theory of Personal 
Victimization. Cambridge Massachusetts: Ballinger.
Hirschi, Travis. 1969. Causes of Delinquency.
Berkeley, California: University of California Press.
100
Hunter, Albert. 1978. "Symbols of Incivility: Social 
Disorder and Fear of Crime in Urban Neighborhoods." 
Unpublished paper, presented at the Annual Meeting of 
the American Society of ciminology, Dallas, Texas.
Janowitz, Morris, and David Street. 1952. "Changing 
Social Order of the Metropolitan Area." Handbook of
Contemporary urban Life:__An Examination ot
Urbanization. Social Organization, and Metropolitan 
Politics. San Francisco, California: Jossey-Bass,
Inc.
LaGrange, Randy L . , and Kenneth Ferraro. 1988. "Risk, 
Concern, and Fear of Crime: Age and Gender
Differences in Crime Perceptions." Paper presented at 
the Southern Sociological Society Meetings, Nashville, 
Tennessee.
Lee, Gary R. 1982a. "Residential Location and Fear of 
Crime Among the Elderly." Rural Sociology 47:655-669.
Lee, Gary R. 198 2b. "Sex Differences in Fear of Crime 
Among Older People." Research on Aging 4:284-298.
Lee, Gary R . 1983. "Social Integration and Fear of
Crime Among Older Persons." Journal of Gerontology
3 8:7 45-750.
Lewis, D. and M. Maxfield, 1980. "Fear in
Neighborhoods: An Investigation of the Impact of
Crime." Journal of Research on Crime and Deliauencv, 
17:160-179.
Lewis, Dan A., and Greta Salem. 1986. Fear of Crime: 
Incivility and the Production of a Social Problem.
New Brunswick, New Jersey: Transactions.
Lindquist, John H. 1987. "Issues in the Criminal 
victimization of the Elderly." In C. Chambers, J. 
Lindquist, o.z. White, and M.T. Harter's, The Elderly. 
Ohio: University of Ohio Press.
Liska, Allen E., Andrew Sanchirico, and Mark D. Reed. 
1988. "Fear of Crime and Constrained Behavior 
Specifying and Estimating a Reciprocal Effects Model." 
Social Forces 66:827-837.
Marx, Gary T., 1981. "Ironies of Social Control:
Authorities as Contributors to Deviance Through 
Escalation, Nonenforcement, and Covert Facilitation." 
Social Problems 28:221-246.
101
O'Brien, Robert M. 1988. "Exploring the Intersexual 
Nature of Violent Crimes." Criminology 26:151-170.
Ortega, Suzanne T . , and Jessie Myles. 1987. "Race and 
Gender Effects on Fear of Crime: An Interactive Model
With Age." Criminology 25:133-152.
Pedhazer, Elazar J. 1982. Multiple Regression in
Behavioral Research; Explanation and Prediction.
New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston.
Ragan, Pauline. 1977. "Crimes Against the Elderly: 
Findings From Interviews With Blacks, Mexican 
Americans, and Whites." In Marlene A Rifai's Ed. 
Justice and Older Americans. Lexington Massachusetts: 
Lexington.
Riger, Stephanie, Margaret T . Gordon, and Robert 
LeBailly. 1978. "Women's Fear of Crime: From
Blaming to Restricting the Victim." Victimology 
3 : 274-284.
Riley, Matilda W. 1987 "On the Significance of Age in 
Sociology." American Sociological Review 52:1-14.
Stafford, Mark C . ,  and Omer R. Galle. 1984.
"Victimization Rates, Exposure to Risk, and Fear of 
Crime." Criminology 22:173-185.
Shaw, Clifford R., and Henry McKay. 1942. Juvenile 
Deliquency and Urban Areas. Chicago, Illinois: 
University of Chicago Press.
Shc/er, Neal. 1985. Aging Criminals. Beverly Hills
California: Sage.
Skogan, Wesley G., and Michael G. Maxfield. 1981.
Coping With Crime and Individual and Neighborhood 
Reactions. Beverly Hills California: Sage.
Stark, Rodney. 1987. "Deviant Places: A Theory of the
Ecology of Crime." Criminology 25:893-910.
Stinchcombe, Arthur L., Rebecca Adams, Carol A. Heimer, 
Kin Lane Scheppele, Tom Smith, and D. Garth Taylor
1980. Crime and Punishment:__Changing Attitudes in
America. New York: Jossey-Bass.
Suttles, G.D. 1972. The Social Construction of
Communities. Chicago Illinois: University of Chicago 
Press.
102
Taylor, R., L. Shumaker and M.R. Gottfredson. 1985. 
"Neighborhood-level Links Between Physical Features 
and Local Sentiments." Journal of Architectural 
Planning and Research. 2:261.
Taylor, Ralph B., and Margaret Hale. 1986. "Testing 
Alternative Models of Fear of Crime." The Journal of 
Criminal Law and Criminology 77:151-189.
Thayer-Doyle, Cheryl. 1986. Fear q±_ Crime and Women; 
An Analysis of a Paradox. A dissertation Louisiana 
State University.
Thomas, William I. and Dorothy S . Thomas. 1970.
"Situations defined as Real are Real in their 
Consequences." in Stone and Faberman's Eds. Social 
Psychology Through Symbolic Interactionism. Waltham, 
Massachusetts: Ginn Blaisdell.
Tyler, T.R. 1980. 1 Impact of Directly and Indirectly
Experienced Events: The Origin of Crime-Related
Judgments and Behaviors." Journal of Personal and 
Social Psychology. 39:13.
Warr, Mark and Mark C. Stafford. 1983. "Fear of 
Victimization: A Look at the Proximate Causes."
Social Forces 61:492-504.
Warr, Mark. 1984. "Fear of Victimization: Why are
Women and the Elderly More Afraid?" Social Science 
Quarterly 65:681-702.
Warr, Mark. 1985 "Fear of Rape Among Urban Women."
White, O.Z. 1987. "Our Prejudices Against the Elderly." 
in C. Chambers, J. Lindquist, O.Z. White, and M.T. 
Harter's, The Elderly. Ohio: University of Ohio 
Press.
Whyte, William F. 1943. Street Corner Society.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Wirth, Louis. 1938. "Urbanism as a Way of Life." 
American Journal of Sociology 44:1-4.
Wright, James D., Peter Rossi, and Kathleen Daly. 1986.
America. New York, New York: Aldine Publishing 
Company.
32:238-250
Yin, Peter. 1985. Victimization and the Aged. 
Illinois: Thomas.
103
Young, Robert L., David McDowall, and Colin Loftin. 
1987. "Collective Security and the Ownership of 
Firearms for Protection. Criminology 25:47-62.
APPENDIX A 






A Survey Conducted by the 
Department ot Rural Sociology 
Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station 
Louisiana State University Agricultural Center
106
INTRODUCTION
You have be en  selected to participate in the CRIME IN LOUISIANA SURVEY being conducted 
by the Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station and the Department ol Rural Sociology,  Louisi­
ana State University Agricultural Center We believe thal the information collected by this survey 
will be ol great benetit to L ouisiannns and to those agencies  attempting to reduce crime
The s u c c e s s  ol this study is dependent upon your voluntary cooperation Smce we are not able 
to contact everyone  in the State,  your ans wers  are very important Your ans w ers  will b e  kept 
CONFIDENTIAL No mlormatron will be  released which will make it possible to identity the person 
who supplied it
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CRIME DURING THE LAST FIVE YEARS
fiF) During t b e  Inst 5  years ,  h a v e  YOU OR ANY MEMBER OF YOUR HOUSEHOLD e v e r  b e e n  a  v i c t i m  o l  a n y  
of  Ur n  t o l l i l i v i ng  r:r 1 1 to
. I V. i i Kl a ' i ' . r n  ( o v e r  S I (Hit  >
( t Nl  >
;■ Yl  :>
,1 H i l w  II i, I r i y 111 n  i ■1, V
ll Mi )t( 11 Vi ' t in 11 ' "It > 
t r j t  >
;> Yi  o
a Hi  j vv rn.  i ny  t u n i  - i, ■'
i O t h e r  I t i l ‘ I t  (< i v i T  1 f )()) ' ■’
1 N O
?  Yf S
1 1  H o w  m a n y  11 1 1  n ■L,
tl  B u r g l a r y . ' b r e a k  m g  , i r n)  e n t e r i n g ' - 1 
t N t  )
Yf ' .
a  f fi >w r n , m y  | . i i n 
e  f j o b b e r y  I nk  m g  ?.r r mi  -ttiprn ] t t y  f o r c e  or  t h r e a t  of  I n i c e
1 N(  )
;* Yf s
a  t l o w  m a n y  t a r n
I A c , a n i l  b a l t e r y - 1 
1 N O
Yf S
a  I fi i w  m a n y  l n i n u ; ' i
< 1  H a g e - ’
1 N( )
Y Yf f.
a  H o w  m a i t y  >ra n i t ■ n r i - ,  >
I I M i ) 1 1 11 ■ r 7 
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N O  I S O M 1 W M A )  V I H Y
[ ( I [ ( 1 IVI  [ I I I  (STIVE [ I f f  C T I V i
,r Ni l ) ' it ( o r t i  ' w I' ir yi  u u  K|  ( l e o p l e  
[> ( i r t t i ' i  I t i r . ks  o i i h o m e s
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N O I
S O M E  W l  (A I 
S O M E .  W H A T
VE MY 
VI  H Y
U e l U  i o u t s i f l e  l i i j t i l i rn)  a r o u n d
hmi'.f", Nr  ) i : > OMi  W l  IA I VE MY
it >i if r o . l ' ,  it li) | '. i t r ■ >IL, h y  lor , i 
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t 11111!iri11 r i.tri i, ■ i if j v* ■ ri iM ■
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0  M u r o  | O h o  (or t f i o  i i t i e i i p l u y o d
h c t l ur  u l i n n a !  n r n q r a ' i i s  t o  t o u r  n 
m o r o  ri ■:>[ >er  ! lor  | i r up r  -rty
1 1 o r ', ii t o u r  t ( l iv i n r ; oi  it 
' . l i f t er  p e  n a l l i ‘ -S
J N i ' u j i i t i o r s  l o e k i n q  o u t  l or  i ' , i t  h 
r i l ho r  s  p r o p e r l y
k M o r n  r o t  r n u l i n r i u l  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  
lor  yr . ur i t ]  p i T i p l e
I W o r n  f if i p u r t u r n f i f  ■ ■ ' or  p e o p l e  l o  
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rn O r p a n i / i n r j  l< ■('ul  ( l ut i r  >
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n  M a v i m  j i p u n  or  o t h e r  w e ,  i[ m n  
a t  11 o m e
n  M o r e  r r i m e  p r e v e n t i o n  i n f o r r u a t i o n  
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y o u  t i u . e  t h i ’ i l n n i  A T  Y O U R  H O M f  or  N O  if y o u  d o  n n l
[ ) u  y u i  i t i u  . ' ■ , i ny  o l  11 if ■■ - i ■ ( I t  f l i 1 a f t  ,r i n . l v i i  1 m  f ■,ti h
,i A  i ; f "l i ul i t .  i n n e r - .  lh. i !  wi l l  t ur r i  y u e r
|jf| i i K o n  n n d  ol f  .it d i f f e r  m i l  l i me r .
wf i e r i  y o u  a n 1 n o l  a t  h o m e  N O
h  r- ' . f  o n l y  li()tit a l l . i f  b e d  l o  y o u r  b o r n e
( j a r . i a e .  o r  < i l t mr  l iml< t a n  | ' ,  N O
(. ! > i ’ i u r f t y 11 (j 11 1 <>n y o u r  p r o p e r t y  t b. i t
i s  Ilf it a l l , i f . f i n d  t o  a  h u i l d i r i r j  N O
d  ! >tr e e l  lujl  >1 r n  \ n  yi  .,r t u n u t  ■ N ( )
e  ( )f Oi t (n 'It lo.  k r ti  al l  In u r n  - r -ntf ar i i  r ■
l i n o - .  N O
I I a  -i ' jr ty r 11a 1 rl o n  , r l  l i o m e  e n t r a i n  n
d o n ' - .  N O
0  Mi n  r . ' i  'Wi ’( nr  p e e p h o l e  r in In ir i n-
e o t i . 0 li e  di  i. ir 1, N (  >
h  V*v i i i t o w  Int i  b  i i i  loi  k o n  ut l  w i i n f o w  . N O
1 f l u u j t j r  a l a r  r n  s y . b  - m N(  .1
I M o o  N O
h S t i o l i j u n  Ot  f d i e  N O
Y E S  rl
d e v K  n
Y f  S
Y!  N
Y [  S  
Y [  S
Y [ S
Yf
Y b  f i  
Yf
Yf  s
Yf  S  
Yf .  1,
I r far  u l i j u n N O Y[  S
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C m . I n  o u t -  n n s w n r  l or  c . i o h  p r n i  C  r
I ti i w o l t o n  ( l o  y o i ,
.i M n r k  v n l u n h l r  h o u s e  
h o l d  p r o p i  rrty Willi  
n o  i d n n t i l u  n l i n r i  
in r mhr r r  ( ir o t h r  *r 
m n r k r n q - ai w a y :, i hi o w s  nii y o c c a n i o n a i i y  Nf vf n
tr ( o o k  .ill y o u r  d o o r s  
n t  n i g h t  w h e n  si  i nn  ■ 
o n r r  (■-, h o m o At w a y :; t nr out nii y o c c a s i o n a s  l y Nf vi h
( 1 in k .ill y u i i r  d o o r
d u r i n g  t h o  ( t o y  w h e n  
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n s h o r t  t i rni  ■ Al  W A Y S  ( H t O U I N l l Y  ( X  L< SANK I N Y t I Y N I V S F t
I 1 o o k  nil y o u r  d o o r  ■, 
w h e n  n o  o n e  i s nl  
t i o r m  ‘ lor  m i n t ’ t r r nn  
n  d n y
g  I or . k or  I n h . h  w i n d o w  
d n r i n i }  lhr> d n y  w h e n  
‘. o i n n o n r  i s  n t  h o m o
ai w a y :; f m m j l  j s n i i y  o c i .a m o n a i  i y nf vs ft
ai way:; s hf qui n i i y occasional i y ni vt it
h  I o o k  nr  Int i  11 w i n d o w : . 
n t  r t uj ht  w h e n  s i u n i ‘u m - 
i■ ■ n t  hi  i m o Al  W A Y S  I HI  ( JI If N  TI Y O C C A S I O N A H Y  Nl .  VS ft
i I n o k  or  I n t o h  w i n d o w - ,  
w h e n  y o u r  h o m o  i•. 
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k ( i ' n v t 1 11 r j > 1 1 -. o n  n t
o n  j til W'h r ' n  n o  o n e  i-. 
t i o i n o  for l -, h o ' I ( i mo Al  W A Y S  I l i t  ( J i l l  N i l  V O t  . C A S K  >NAI I Y N l  VI H
I A r t , i ( K j c  lor  . i  i n  ■ ! ( j h h n i  
t o  w a l i . h  y i t u i  hi  i mi  ■ a n d  
[if o |  i t ‘i ty w i n  ti  y n u  a r e  
nut i it t o w n
rn N o t i f y  [ K >ln < ‘ n r
; J ii ■[ ill wliun tin 1 I n nr,* ■ 
will tin v ;ii ,int Ini mum  
than one  day
n U‘,i‘ an anh imatn tnili Lt 
foi li()hls i n rhdn > 
wi l l ' l l  t i n ■ l i o i i S i 1 wi l l  I >!' 
var.ant tor rtit ir n than 
(if n1 (lay
II Ai t,tni)i ■ to have mail 
milk . or rn; W)[ia| >oi
(fi 'I iv (‘r i n s discun 
tun met win ■ ri II in hoir.i ■ 
i s  v a i  a n t  t i n  m o r i '
Ilian < im; day
I ■ A ii a I n n ■ I - > have mail 
milk or in ‘w ,;ia| it t 
i 11 ■ 11 v (> 111 • ( ,  t k i' n ( a i t1 
ol hy a nenjhlkn or 
fiiimd when Iht; h<him ■ 
is ■ ar ant loi mom 
I Man onr day
i! An anqc to have Ihi ■ 
t j r a s s 1111) w i ’ 11 and y a i d 
rn untamed when Iho 
liousn is vat ant Im 
a n t  ‘xtendi ■<! Inntjlh 
ol limn
i I ivjally [,iosI your 
[if opetty
s Carry a f insn m whon 
yi in leave Mofhn
t ( a n y  non lethal moans  
of delnnse,  such as  
mne.o. wlnstli', oh;
a i  w a y ;-; i m  t j u i  n i i  v  o c c a s i o n a l  i y
A L W A Y S  I H I U U i N M Y  CK C A S I O N A l  1 Y
A L W A Y S  I f (i ( J UI  N I L  Y O C C A S I O N A L L Y
A L W A Y S  I H L U U F N I I Y  O C C A S I O N A L L Y
Al W A Y S  f I tL ( J Ui  N  1 I Y O C C A S I O N A L L Y
Al  W A Y S  I I t !  ( J UI  N i l  Y ( J C C A S K  ) NA1 L Y
A L W A Y S  f U l O U L N l l Y  O f  C A S I O N A L  L Y
Al  W A Y S  I H E U L J I N I I Y  O C C A S I O N A L L Y
Al  W A Y S  I Hi  (1UL N I I  Y O C C A S I O N A L  I Y
Nl  Vf  Ft 
Nt .  Vf.F' t
Nl  VI  Ft 
Nl  Vt  ft
Nl  VF Ft
Nl  VE Ft 
N l  VF Ft 
N l  VL Ft
Nl  VI ft
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I h e i t  li.Mr (i! ()»:( D l i m t ]  a  vu  | i t n
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T h e r e  ,h c  rn. ' i r iy k i n d 1, n l  c r i m i 1 l i i i n i c  .‘ire c o n s i d e r e d  t o  Ik ; v e r y  s e r i o u s .  o t h e r s  n o t  ' . n  s e r u m s  W e
n i n  n i t e r  e s l e d  in YOUR OPINION about  the s e r i o u s n e s s  of each  type of crime l i s t e d  b e l o w  P l e a s e  r s o  le 
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w h i l e  dr  iv i n r) yi  n j r ( . t r
d  t l a v n i i j   ....... t i r e a k  m l n  y u m
hr ii l l e  wt r  i l e y i hi  r e  hr i n in
e  Ma v n t r )  M r r n e t h m i j  t a k e n  I r i i rn 
yr hj b y  t o n  > ■
! H a  vi nr | s l r a m  ji a s  k ul e i  r n- nr
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Appendix B. Operationalization of Variables
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Fear of Crime, measured by the item, "I feel safe going 
anywhere in my community after dark," 3 = strongly 
disagree, 2 = disagree, 1 = agree, 0 = strongly agree.
Crime Problem in Parish, measured by the item, "within 
the past year or two, do you think that crime in your 
parish has increased, decreased, or remained about the 
same," 2 = increased, 1 = remained the same, 0 = 
decreased.
Seriousness of Crime Problem in Community, constructed by 
using the following items, "Of the following types of 
crimes, please circle which best shows how you feel about 
the seriousness of each crime problem in your community, 
Rape, Assault, Robbery, Murder, Burglary, Motor Vehicle 
Theft, Theft, Vandalism, Larceny, responses were 2 = not 
a problem, 1 = somewhat a problem, and 0 = a serious 
problem. Item scores were summated.
Fear of Violent Crime. was constructed from the following 
items, "We are interested in how afraid you are about 
becoming a victim of each type of crime: having someone 
break into your home while you are home; having something 
taken from you by force; being threatened with a knife, 
club, or gun; being murdered; being beaten up by a 
stranger." 0 = not afraid, 1 = somewhat afraid, 2 = very 
afraid. Item scores were summated.
Fear of Property Crime, was constructed from the 
following items, "We are interested in how afraid you are 
about becoming a victim of each type of crime: having 
someone break into your home while you are away; being 
cheated or conned out of your money; having your car 
stolen." 0 = not afraid, 1 = somewhat afraid, 2 = very 
afraid. Item scores were summated.
Race. dichotomously measured 0 = black and 1 = white.
Rural/Urban Residence, measured dichotomously 0 = urban 
and 1 = rural. Rural is defined as living in rural area 
Urban is defined as living in a town or city with more 
than 2,500 people.
gender. dichotomously measured 0 = male and 1 = female.
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Property Victimization, was derived form a question which 
asks if any household member has been a victim of any of 
the following crimes during the past twelve months: Theft 
of anything inside your home, such as a stereo, T.v., 
jewelry, gun, or purse, etc.; Theft or attempted theft of 
a car, truck, motorcycle, or farm machinery; Theft of 
anything while you were away from home, for instance, at 
work, school, in a theatre, in a restaurant, or while 
traveling; burglary." 0 = no 1 = yes
Personal Victimization, was derived from a question which 
asks if any household member has been a victim of any of 
the following crimes in the last twelve months: rape; 
assault/battery; robbery; murder." o = no 1 = yes.
Black/White Ratio. Ratio of blacks to whites in parish 
(U.S. Bureau of Census, 1983)
Another Adult Present. 0 = other than the respondent, no 
persons over the age of thirteen are present in 
household, 1 = more than one person over the age of 
thirteen present in the household.
Household Income, categories were 1 = less than $5000,
2 = $5000 to $9999, 3 = $10000 to $14000, 4 = $15000 to 
$19999, 5 = $20000 to $24999, 6 = 25000 to $29999,
7 = $30000 to $ 34999, 8 = $35000 to $39999, 9 = $40000 
to $59999, 10 = $60000 to $79999, 11 = $80000 to $99999,
12 = $100000 or more.
Education. measured as follows: 1 = never went to school;
2 = some grade school (grades 1-8); 3 = some high school 
or equivalent; 4 = completed high school or equivalent;
5 = some college or vocational school, beyond high 
school; 6 = completed vocational training program beyond 
high school; 7 = completed two-year college degree;
8 = completed a four-year college degree; 9 = completed a 
graduate or professional degree.
Age. measured continuously in years and measured 
ordinally in categories 1 = 15 to 29, 2 = 30 to 44,
3 = 45 to 54, 4 = 55 to 64, 5 = 65 and over.
Collective Security. a summated measure using two items 
from the question "How effective do you think the 
following suggestions are for reducing crime in your 
area? d. increasing patrols by local law enforcement 
and r. hire more law enforcement officials." Responses 
were 0 = not effective, 1 = somewhat effective, and 





Table 1 Comparison of Sample Characteristics With 
Original Cases
Original Cases Sample
Age 74% under 55 years 69% under 55
of age of age
Race 77% white 77% white
22% black 22% black1% other 1% other
Gender 53% male 40% male
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Table 2. Principal Component Analyses: The Development
of Two Fear Measures and the Percieved 
Seriousness of Crime in the Community Measure
Rotated Factor Matrix 
Loadings
Principal Component Analysis
Fear Variables Component 1 Component 2
Fear of Burglary . 1 3783 .88280
Fear of Being Conned .40859 .64364
Fear of Car Stolen . 49322 . 65117
Fear of Burglary While at Home . 73667 . 38373
Fear of Robbery . 80713 .35235
Fear of Being Threatened . 87385 . 26354
With a Weapon
Fear of Mugging .85886 .29376
Fear of Murder .88012 .23665
Rotated Factor Matrix 
Principal Component Analysis Loadings
Perceived Seriousness




Robbery . 81625 .15078
Motor Vehicle Theft . 68397 .26808
Larceny . 68769 .04084
Vandal ism . 57236 .29950
Murder .79581 .20519
Arson .61530 .22058




















Analysis of Variance Results for the Three 
Measures of Fear and Age
MEANS
Total





























2.52 2.48 2.48 2.42 2.81 2.54









Table 4 Correlation Matrix For All Study Variables
XI X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 X7 X8
XI 1 . 00
X2 . 28 1 . 00
X3 . 30 .66 1 . 00
X4 .48 . 25 . 28 1 .00
X5 . 14 . 03 .05 .05 1 . 00
X6 .15 . 20 .18 .17 . 06 1 . 00
X7 . 16 . 27 . 17 .04 .03 . 09 1 . 00
X8 .01 . 09 . 08 . 00 - . 00 - .01 .03 1 . 00
X9 .05 - . 05 - .05 .13 - .02 -.01 - . 06 -.04
X10 .01 -.07 - . 10 . 10 - . 04 .02 - .04 - .23
Xll - .03 . 00 - . 02 - . 03 -.03 - . 02 .01 . 04
XI2 . 19 . 06 .04 . 21 . 00 . 03 - . 01 .10
XI3 . 04 . 08 . 09 . 10 . 02 - .01 - .02 .11
XI4 .15 . 06 . 07 .18 .04 - . 03 . 01 . 07
XI5 . 16 . 05 .03 .12 .03 -.01 - . 01 . 20
XI6 .09 - .15 .02 . 03 . 08 .03 - . 09 - . 14
X9 X10 Xll XI2 XI 3 XI 4 XI5 XI6
X9 1 . 00
X10 . 44 1 . 00
Xll - . 09 . 16 1 . 00
XI2 .14 . 09 - . 07 1 . 00
XI 3 - . 04 - . 13 - . 04 . 08 1 . 00
XI4 . 08 . 11 .02 .09 . 17 1 . 00
XI 5 .16 . 04 - . 07 .12 .05 . 08 1 . 00
XI6 -.02 - . 03 -.13 . 03 - . 15 -.14 .03 1 . 00
XI Global Fear X9 Education
X2 Fear Violent Crime X10 Income
X3 Fear Property Crime Xll Another Adult
X4 Seriousness of Crime XI2 Rural/Urban
in Community Residence
X5 Crime Problem in Parish XI 3 Property Victim
X6 Collective Security X14 Personal Victim




Table 5 Regression Results for the Three Measures
of Fear Using Age as a Continous Independent 
Variable




XI .419*** . 224*** .251***
X2 . 103*** . 005 . 006
X3 .053* .142*** .130
X4 . i4i*** . 224*** .152***
X5 - . 028 . 034 .056*
X6 - . 001 - . 04 3 - . 029
X7 - . 045 - . 060 - . 082**
X8 . 012 . 00 . 003
X9 . 089*** . 021 - . 010
X10 . 084*** . 00 .035
XI1 - . 005 . 029 .055*
XI 2 .101*** . 035 - .004
XI 3 .093*** - . 146*** .035
R square .30 .18 .14
n = 1278 1265 1270
* p < .05 
** p < .01
*** p < .001
XI Perceived Seriousness of X8 Another Adult
Crime in the Community Present
X2 Crime Problem in Parish X9 Rural/Urban
X3 Collective Security Residence
X4 Gender X10 Property Victim
X5 Race Xll Personal victim
X6 Education XI 2 Black/White
X7 Income Ratio
XI 3 Age
Table 6 Tests for Interaction
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Collective Security 0 .006 0 . 005 0 .038
Community Crime 0 . 402 *** 0.093 0 . 011
Crime in Parish 0 .024 0 . 022 0 . 044
Gender 0 . 223 * * * 0.392 0 . 082
Race -0.051 -0.111 0 .110
Education -0.027 -0.013 0 . 024
Income -0.036 -0.011 0 . 016
Rural Urban 0 . 098 ★ 0 . 185 0 . 090
victim Violent Crime 0 . 000 0 . 000 0. 118
Victim Property Crime 0 .034 0 . 058 0 . 084
Black White Ratio 0 . 008 0 . 000 0 . 001







Model Variables Beta b SEb
Collective Security 0 . 083 * 0.073 0 .036
Community Crime 0.353 ** ★ 0 . 077 0 . 009
Crime in Parish 0 . 173 A * * 0.119 0 . 028
Gender 0.121 * * 0 . 210 0 . 070
Race -0.049 -0.120 0 .104
Education -0.006 -0.030 0 . 020
Income -0.030 -0.010 0.015
Rural Urban 0.133 * * 0 . 246 0 . 076
Victim Violent Crime 0 . 010 0 .031 0.130
Victim Property Crime 0 .121 ** 0 . 209 0 . 071
Black White Ratio 0. 157 * ** 0. C04 0 . 001
Another Adult Present 0 . 009 0.033 0 .147
n n = 465
R square 0.307
* p < .05
* * p < .01





Model Variables Beta b SEb
Collective Security 0.071 0 . 060 0 . 060
Community Crime 0.435 *** 0 . 089 0. 015
Crime in Parish 0 . 090 0 . 047 0 . 034
Gender 0 . 008 0 . 014 0 .115
Race 0.037 0.091 0 . 175
Education 0 . 086 0 .033 0 . 031
Income -0.036 -0.011 0 . 027
Rural Urban 0 . 000 0 . 000 0 .128
Victim Violent Crime -0.020 -0.081 0. 263
Victim Property Crime 0 . 096 0 .162 0 .118
Black White Ratio 0.192 ** 0 . 005 0 . 002







Collective Security 0 .108 0 . 094 0 . 060
Community Crime 0.493 *** 0 . 104 0.015
Crime in Parish 0.131 0 . 071 0 .037
Gender 0.122 0.211 0 .118
Race 0 . 048 0 . 163 0 .238
Education -0.116 -0.048 0 .033
Income -0.037 -0.011 0.025
Rural Urban -0.024 -0.046 0.134
Victim Violent Crime -0.057 -0 .312 0 . 375
Victim Property Crime 0 . 102 0 . 186 0 .119
Black White Ratio 0 . 076 0 . 002 0 . 002





* p < .05
* * p < .01





Model Variables Beta b SEb
Collective Security 0.022 0 .019 0 . 069
Community Crime 0.593 *** 0 .120 0 . 017
Crime in Parish 0 . 015 0 . 007 0.035
Gender 0.141 0 . 281 0 . 161
Race -0.034 -0.129 0 . 307
Education 0 . 012 0 . 006 0 . 041
Income -0.023 -0.008 0 . 032
Rural Urban 0 .134 0 . 310 0 . 181
Victim Violent Crime 0 . 084 0 . 484 0.438
Victim Property Crime 0 .034 0 . 088 0.211
Black White Ratio 0 .034 0 . 000 0 . 002
Another Adult Present 0 . 000 0 . 000 0 . 196
n n=104
R square 0.523
* P < .05
** p < .01
*** p < .001
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Model Variables Beta b SEb
Collective Security 0 .186 * * * 0.616 0 .163
Community Crime 0 . 164 * * 0 .155 0.049
Crime in Parish 0 . 021 0 . 074 0 .176
Gender 0 . 260 * * * 1 . 860 0 .355
Race -0.023 -0.210 0.474
Education -0.081 -0.161 0 . 105
Income -0.028 -0.035 0.069
Rural Urban 0 .019 0 . 149 0 . 389
victim Violent Crime 0.016 0 . 165 0 . 514
Victim Property Crime 0 . 025 0 . 176 0 . 363
Black White Ratio 0 .038 0 . 004 0.005







Collective Security 0 . 065 0.233 0 . 162
Community Crime 0.235 *** 0.211 0 . 041
Crime in Parish 0 . 025 0 . 070 0 . 124
Gender 0.235 *** 1 . 680 0 . 314
Race 0 . 075 0 . 760 0 .471
Education -0.018 -0.034 0 . 092
Income -0.048 -0.065 0 . 067
Rural Urban 0 . 044 0 .335 0 . 345
Victim Violent Crime 0 . 079 1 .010 0 . 557
Victim Property Crime -0.036 -0 . 258 0 .321
Black White Ratio 0 . 031 0 . 003 0 . 005
Another Adult Present 0.021 0 . 308 0 . 664
n n=46 3
R square 0 . 168
* p < .05
** p < .01







Collective Security 0 . 089 0 . 314 0. 256
Community Crime 0 .372 0 . 321 0.066
Crime in Parish -0.068 -0.140 0.145
Gender 0 . 059 0 .429 0 . 523
Race 0.268 *** 2 . 850 0.809
Education -0.010 -0.016 0 . 142
Income 0 .124 0 . 161 0 . 122
Rural Urban -0.056 -0.428 0 . 587
victim violent Crime -0.089 -1.500 1 .186
Victim Property Crime -0.058 -0.412 0 .535
Black White Ratio -0.047 -0.005 0 .008
Another Adult Present -0.046 -0.638 1 .010
n n-178





Collective Security 0 .073 0. 271 0 . 298
Community Crime 0.172 * 0 .156 0.076
Crime in Parish 0 .125 0 . 292 0 .184
Gender 0.184 * 1 .371 0 . 593
Race -0.064 -0.942 1 .190
Education -0.144 -0.256 0.166
Income -0.141 -0 .177 0.126
Rural Urban 0 . 042 0 . 342 0.670
Victim Violent Crime 0 .020 0 .472 1 ,880
Victim Property Crime 0 . 006 0 . 044 0 . 597
Black White Ratio 0 . 080 0 . 009 0.009
Another Adult Present 0 . 022 0 . 245 0.939
n n = l 58
R square 0 .187
* p < .05
** p < .01





Model Variables Beta b SEb
Collective Security 0.315 it * * 1 . 080 0 . 292
Community Crime 0 .165 0.133 0 . 077
Crime in Parish -0 .059 -0.111 0 . 164
Gender 0.339 * * * 2 . 690 0 . 701
Race -0.075 -1 . 208 1 .450
Education 0 .127 0 .239 0 . 181
Income -0 .162 -0.238 0 .148
Rural Urban 0 . 020 0 . 181 0 . 804
Victim Violent Crime 0 .181 * 4 . 080 1 . 900
Victim Property Crime 0 . 020 0 . 205 0. 917
Black White Ratio -0.023 -0.003 0 .010
Another Adult Present -0.070 -0.722 0 . 859
n n=101
R square 0 .440
* p < .05
** p < .01
*** p < .001
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Table 9 Regression Coefficients Fear of Property Crime
I
15-29
Model Variables Beta b SEb
Collective Security 0.216 ** * 0.330 0 . 077
Community Crime 0 .126 * 0 . 055 0.023
Crime in Parish 0 . 020 0.033 0 . 083
Gender 0.137 * * 0 .454 0 .167
Race 0.045 0 . 186 0 . 224
Education -0.092 -0.084 0 . 050
Income -0.064 -0.036 0 .033
Rural Urban -0.021 -0.074 0 . 183
Victim Violent Crime 0 .037 0 .173 0 . 241
Victim Property Crime 0.047 0 .153 0 . 171
Black White Ratio 0 . 052 0 . 002 0 . 002


















* p < .05
** p < .01





0 .018 -0.030 0 . 077
0 .252 * ** 0 . 106 0.019
0 . 008 0 .011 0 . 028
0 .222 * + ★ 0 . 745 0 . 070
0 . 041 0 .196 0 . 104
0 .055 0 . 048 0 . 020
0 .139 ** -0 . 088 0 . 015
0.033 0 . 120 0 . 076
0 . 086 0 . 520 0 .130
0 .010 0 .034 0 . 071
0 . 063 -0.003 0 . 001










Collective Security 0 .102 0 .168 0.114
Community Crime 0 .427 * ** 0 .173 0 .030
Crime in Parish -0.021 -0.021 0 . 065
Gender -0.072 -0.244 0.234
Race 0 . 253 * * * 1 . 260 0 .362
Education -0.053 -0.063 0 . 063
Income 0 . 006 0 . 004 0 . 055
Rural Urban -0.091 -0.328 0 . 262
Victim Violent Crime 0 . 005 0 . 042 0 .531
Victim Property Crime 0 . 041 0.137 0.239
Black White Ratio -0 . 065 -0.003 0 . 004









Collective Security 0 . 167 * 0 . 292 0 .140
Community Crime 0 .170 * 0 . 072 0 .036
Crime in Parish 0 .127 0 .138 0 . 086
Gender 0 .155 0.543 0 . 279
Race 0 . 039 0 . 280 0 . 585
Education -0.088 -0.073 0 . 078
Income -0.068 -0.040 0 . 059
Rural Urban -0.023 -0.090 0 . 313
Victim Violent Crime 0 . 109 1 .199 0 . 879
Victim Property Crime -0.032 -0 . 119 0 . 268
Black White Ratio 0 . 019 0 . 001 0 . 004
Another Adult Present 0 .021 0 .110 0 . 448
n
R square
n=l 5 5 
0 . 20
* p < .05
** p < .01





Model Variables Beta b SEb
Collective Security 0 . 285 ★ * 0 . 501 0 . 154
Community Crime 0 . 299 * * * 0 .123 0 . 041
Crime in Parish -0.077 -0.074 0 . 087
Gender 0.241 * * 0 . 981 0 . 369
Race -0.120 -0.998 0 . 762
Education -0.002 -0.002 0 . 096
Income 0 . 023 0 . 018 0 . 078
Rural Urban 0 . 026 0 .126 0 .424
Victim Violent Crime 0 .182 2 .110 0 . 999
Victim Property Crime 0 .026 0.133 0 . 484
Black White Ratio 0 . 003 0 . 000 0 . 005
Another Adult Present -0.080 -0.385 0 . 452
n n=101
R square 0 . 407
* p < .05
* * p < .01
*** p < .001
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2Table 10 Coefficients of Determination (R ) For All 
Three Fear Measures Across Age
Fear Measure
Age Global Fear of Fear of
Category Fear Violent Crime Property Crime
1 .268 .133 .180
2 .317 .157 .168
3 .311 .290 .227
4 .401 .200 .187
5 .523 .407 .440
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